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District for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1938, and for
other purposes;

H.R.7589. An act to levy an excise tax upon carriers and
certain other employers and an income tax upon their em-
ployees, and for other purposes; and

H.J. Res. 361. Joint resolution making appropriations for
relief purposes.

RECESS TO THURSDAY

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Senate take a recess
until 12 o’clock noon on Thursday next.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 2 o'clock and 16 min-
utes p. m.) the Senate took a recess until Thursday, July 1.
1937, at 12 o’clock meridian.

CONFIRMATIONS
Erxecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate June 29
(legislative day of June 15), 1937
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

Ralph E. Jenney to be United States district judge for the

southern district of California.
C1rculT CoUurT OF HAWAII—FIRST JUDGE, FIRST CIRCUIT

Louis LeBaron to be first judge, Circuit Court, First Circuit

of Hawaii.
UNITED STATES ATTORNEYS

William A. Holzheimer to be United States attorney for
division no. 1, district of Alaska.

Thomas J. Morrissey to be United States attorney for
the district of Colorado.

John A, Carver to be United States attorney for the dis-
trict of Idaho.

UniTED STATES MARSHALS

Frank L. Middleton to be United States marshal for the
district of Nevada.

W. Joe Ballard to be United States marshal for the western
district of Oklahoma.

NatioNaL EMERGENCY COUNCIL

Ernest L. Bailey to be State director in the National Emer-
gency Council for West Virginia.
CoOLLECTORS OF CUSTOMS

Joseph H. Lyons to be collector of customs for customs
collection district no. 19, with headquarters at Mobile, Ala.

William B. George to be collector of customs for customs
collection district no. 25, with headquarters at San Diego,
Calif.

Charles O. Dunbar to be collector of customs for customs
collection district no. 28, with headquarters at San Francisco,
Calif,

COMPTROLLER OF CUSTOMS

Arthur A. Quinn to be comptroller of customs for customs
collection district no. 10, with headquarters at New York,
N. Y.

PuerLic HEALTH SERVICE

Allen M. Perkins to be a dental surgeon, to rank as such

from May 29, 1937.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

TUESDAY, JUNE 29, 1937

The House met at 11 o’clock a. m.
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D.,
offered the following prayer:

We pray Thee, O Lord, our God, to vouchsafe to us that
which we need. Our Father, search the hidden sin and for-
give, the unuttered grief and give grace to bear. Our ex-
periences are different, yet we are united in a common in-
firmity and by a common need; do Thou let us hear the
whisper of the Most High; our hope is in Thy everlasting
bounty. We pray that our hearts may beat to that greater
measure of that greater heart of which we are only frag-
ments. We praise Thee for the eternal promise: Surely
goodness and mercy shall follow us all the days of our lives
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and we will dwell in the house of the Lord forever. Al-
mighty God, bless and preserve in safety the American youth
of our land which is in our midst. May the light of Thy
truth shine in growing brightness upon them. Blessed Lord
God, shelfer and keep them in the knowledge of Thy teach-
ing. We pray that they may be prepared for clean, courage-
ous, and pafriotic citizenship. Make our fathers and mothers
grandly conscious of their responsibility for the sake of our
homes, our churches, and our counfry. For the love of Thy
only Son, Jesus Christ. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Frazier, its legislative
clerk, announced that the Senate had passed, with amend-
ments, in which the concurrence of the House is requested,
bills of the House of the following titles:

H.R.2229. An act for the relief of Florida O. McLain,
widow of Calvin E, McLain;

H. R.3259. An act for the relief of Laura E. Alexander;

H. R.4597. An act to amend the Canal Zone Code;

H.R.4795. An act to provide for a term of court at Living~
ston, Mont.;

H.R.6635. An act to dispense with the necessity for in-
surance by the Government against loss or damage to valu-
ables in shipment, and for other purposes; and

H.R. 6958. An act making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of the Interior for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1938,
and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the Senate agrees to the
reports of the committees of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the Senate
to bills of the House of the following titles:

H.R.114. An act to provide for studies and plans for the
development of a hydroelectric power project at Cabinet
Gorge, on the Clark Fork of the Columbia River, for irriga-
tion pumping or other uses, and for other purposes;

H, R. 458. An act for the relief of Eva Markowitz;

H. R. 730. An act for the relief of Joseph M. Clagett, Jr.;

H.R. 1377. An act conferring jurisdiction upon the United
States District Court for the Southern District of Ohio to
hear, determine, and render judgment upon the claims of
Walter T. Karshner, Katherine Karshner, Anne M. Karsh-
ner, and Mrs. James E. McShane;

H.R.1945. An act for the relief of Venice La Prad;

H.R.2562. An act for the relief of Mr. and Mrs. David
Stoppel; and

H.R.3634. An act for the relief of Noah Spooner.

The message also announced that the Senate had passed
bills, a joint resolution, and a concurrent resolution of the
following titles, in which the concurrence of the House is
requested:

S.642. An act for the relief of the Indians of the Fort
Berthold Reservation in North Dakota;

S.676. An act for the relief of Heinrich Schmidt, G. m. b.
H., of Flensburg, Germany;

S.821. An act for the relief of Lawson N. Dick;

S.972. An act for the relief of Ethel Smith McDaniel;

S.1216. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior
to convey certain land to the State of Montana to be used
for the purposes of a public park and recreational site;

S.1379. An act authorizing any nation, tribe, or band of
Indians, in suits heretofore filed under their original juris-
dictional acts, to present claims to the United States Court
of Claims, by amended petitions at any time before final
submission of said suits, to conform to the evidence; and
authorizing the said court to adjudicate such claims upon
their merits as though filed within the time limitation fixed
in said original jurisdictional acts;

8.1435. An act to create a Board of Shorthand Report-
ing, and for other purposes;

S.1517. An act authorizing the payment of attorneys’
fees contracted to be paid by certain Indians allotted on the
Quinaijelt Reservation, State of Washington, and for other
purposes;
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B.1626. An act for the relief of Maurice D. Pryor;

S.1759. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to elimi-
nate the requirements of cultivation in connection with
certain homestead entries”, approved August 19, 1935;

S.1762. An act to add certain lands to the Rogue River
National Forest in the State of Oregon;

S.1865. An act for the relief of Mrs. Cliff Snider;

S.1882. An act for the relief of the Consolidated Aircraft
Corporation;

S.1918. An act to authorize the award of a decoration
for distinguished service to Acors Rathbun Thompson;
S.1986. An act to amend section 42 of title 7 of the Canal
Zone Code;

S.1998. An act to amend the act entitled “An act to pro-
vide for the collection and publication of statistics of pea-
nuts by the Department of Agriculture”, approved June 24,
1936;

S.2010. An act to authorize the appointment of an addi-
tional judge for southern district of Ohio;

S.2026. An act to provide for the addition of certain lands
to the Fort Donelson National Military Park in the State of
Tennessee, and for other purposes;

$.2086. An act to authorize the construction of a Federal
reclamation project to furnish a water supply for the lands
of the Arch Hurley conservancy district in New Mexico;

S.2093. An act for the relief of George H. Stahl and
Henry A. Behrens;

8.2146. An act to amend the act entitled “An act confer-
ring jurisdiction upon the Court of Claims to hear, deter-
mine, and render judgment upon the claim of the city of
Perth Amboy, N. J.”, approved July 23, 1935;

S.2221, An act to facilitate the control of soil erosion and
flood damage originating upon lands within the exterior
boundaries of the Cache National Forest in the State of
Utah;

S.2241. An act for the relief of W. G. Adams;

S.2276. An act to provide for an additional midshipman
at the United States Naval Academy, and for other purposes;

S.2279. An act to amend section 2 of the act entitled “An
act to give wartime rank to retired officers and former officers
of the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and/or Coast Guard of the
United States”, approved June 21, 1930, so as to prohibit
persons who have been subsequently separated from the
service under other than honorable conditions from bearing
the official title and upon occasions of ceremony wearing the
uniform of the highest grade held by them during their war
service, and for other purposes;

S.2301. An act for the relief of Lois H. Anthony;

S.2349. An act to authorize the administration of oaths
by the chief clerk and the assistant chief clerk of the office
of the United States High Commissioner to the Philippine
Islands, and for other purposes;

S.2416. An act relating to the citizenship of certain classes
of persons born in the Canal Zone or the Republic of
Panama,;

S.2418. An act for the relief of John Prosser;

S.2497, An act authorizing John Monroe Johnson, Assist-
ant Secretary of Commerce, to accept the decoration ten-
dered him by the Belgian Government;

8.2620. An act to amend the Hawaiian Homes Commis-
sion Act, 1920;

S.2621. An act to enable the Legislature of the Territory
of Hawaii to authorize the city and county of Honolulu, a
municipal corporation to issue sewer bonds;

8.2622. An act to authorize the Legislature of the Terri-
tory of Hawaii to create a public corporate authority au-
thorized to engage in slum clearance and housing undertak-
ings and to issue bonds of the authority, to authorize said
legislature to provide for financial assistance to said author-
ity by the Territory and its political subdivisions, and for
other purposes;

S.2629. An act to authorize an exchange of lands between
the city of San Diego, Calif., and the United States; -

S.2647. An act to provide for the reimbursement of certain
enlisted men and former enlisted men of the Navy for the
value of personal effects lost while engaged in emergency-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

JUNE 29

relief expeditions during the Ohio Valley flood in January
and February 1937;

5.2649. An act to authorize appropriations for construc-
tion and rehabilitation at military posts, and for other pur-
DOses;

S.2652. An act to enable the Legislature of the Territory
of Hawaii to authorize the issuance of certain bonds, and for
other purposes;

5.2653. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to enable
!‘.he Legislature of the Territory of Hawaii to authorize the
issuance of certain bonds, and for other purposes”, approved
August 3, 1935;

S.J.Res. 150. Joint resolution to provide for the appoint-
meélt of a delegate to the Fifth World Congress of the Deaf;
an

S. Con. Res. 17. Concurrent resolution authorizing the print-
ing of additional copies of Senate Report No. 711, Seventy-
fifth Congress, on the bill (S. 1392) to reorganize the judicial
branch of the Government.

" INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATION BILL, 1938

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to take from the Speaker’s table the bill (H. R.
6958) making appropriations for the Department of the In-
terior for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1938, and for other
purposes, with Senate amendments thereto, disagree to the
Senate amendments, and ask for a conference with the
Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Oklahoma?

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, I
understand that the Senate has added a very considerable
sum of money to the bill as it passed the House and, in addi-
tion, some projects that are not authorized by law. I wish
to express the hope that the conferees will stand to keep the
bill down as closely as possible to the House figures.

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. I will say to the distin-
guished gentleman from New York that he is correct in that
there has been a considerable sum of money added to the
Interior bill by the other body. I am advised that 134
amendments, practically all of which would increase the ap-
propriation for the various departments, have been added
by the Senate. Personally I felt like introducing the House
subcommitiee to the bill. I hardly recognized it when it
came back. As far as I am concerned, I shall do my best to
hold it down as much as possible.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob-
ject, I would like to call the attention of the chairman of the
subcommittee as well as the Members of the House, to some
of the Senate amendments. As I understand, under para-
graph 2, rule 20, any amendment that would be subject to a
point of order when the appropriation bill was pending in
the House must be brought back to the House for a vote.

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. The gentleman is correct. -

Mr. COCHRAN. Then certain Senate amendments must
be brought back to the House and I will insist on it. I want
to call the attention of the chairman of the subcommittee to
one item in this bill in particular. There are a number of
bad ones, but this onn is an amendment offered by the Sena-
tor from Oklahoma [Mr. THoMAS], on page 6409 of the REc-
orp, in the second column. It will be found on page 67 of
the bill as it passed the Senate. It is only two lines:

Provided jurther, That section 2 of the act of Congress approved
August 12, 1935, shall not apply to the Five Civilized Tribes.

Of course, no one knew that amendment was adopted
until the Recorp was received this morning, unless one hap-
pened to be in the Senate yesterday afternoon. I have
secured a report from the General Accounting Office this
morning which shows that if that amendment is agreed
to by the House the Court of Claims will not be able to
recognize as an offset $17,000,000 in gratuities and advances
made to these tribes in their claims pending against the
Government, which were filed by the Five Civilized Tribes.

A bill passed the Senate yesterday by unanimous consent
which provides that that section shall not apply to those
cases. A similar bill has been reported favorably in the
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House, but it has not yet been acted upon. If this amend-
ment is agreed to it takes $17,000,000 out of the Treasury,
because the Department of Justice will be absolutely power-
less to defend the Government against these claims. I
want to express the hope to the gentleman from Oklahoma
that he will not agree to that amendment. Let the Indian
Affairs Committee bring the bill to the floor of this House
and let it be considered under the general rules of the
House.

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. I will say to the gentleman
that, of course, I cannot speak for the committee, but it
is my understanding that under the rule a separate vote
will be required on that and other items. At any rate, I
will go into the matter and see that the gentleman gets
every opportunity to express his wishes.

Mr. COCHRAN. That is not enough for me. Before I
allow this bill to go to conference by unanimous consent I
want some assurance that that item will be brought back
to this House for a vote.

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. I think I can safely assure
the gentleman that there will be a separate vote on that
item.

Mr. COCHRAN. The gentleman, of course, always keeps
his word. Such action on the part of the conferees will
expedite the matter, because we are in a position under the
rules to force a separate vote.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COCHRAN. I yield to the gentleman from New
York.

Mr. TABER. As I understand, that is a change in exist-
ing law? ;

Mr. COCHRAN. It is a change in existing law, and it
would have been subject to a point of order in the House
when the appropriation bill was pending here and, of course,
was not offered.

Mr. TABER. That will have to be brought back to the
House for a separate vote. The conferees could not
agree to it.

Mr. COCHRAN. Under the jurisdictional act passed by
the Congress allowing the Five Civilized Tribes to take their
claims to the Court of Claims regardless of the statute of
limitations, some 50 petitions were filed, and in each in-
stance, I am advised, the court held in favor of the Govern-
ment. In other words, the attorneys for the Five Civilized
Tribes have been unable to convince the court they have a
just claim. Therefore, they come now and want the Con-
gress to pass a law which will prevent the Government from
presenting its evidence showing advances made to these
tribes. Pass this amendment, and no less than $17,000,000
of the taxpayers’ money will be required to meet the deci-
sion of the court. It is the same as saying to a defendant
in a damage case you can present only the evidence the
plaintiff says you can present. It is absurd to think that
this House is going to agree to that amendment. The Sen-
ate yesterday put that amendment in the bill; and if you
will refer to the Recorp, you will see it was not debated—no
facts were presented as to the effect the amendment would
have on the pending claims.

Mr. Speaker, I know it is late and that appropriation bills
should be passed before the night of the 30th, which is to-
morrow night; but, so far as I am concerned, this bill is
not going to pass without some roll calls on the amendments
added by the other body, which, if adopted, will take mil-
lions out of the Treasury. You have amendment after
amendment authorizing public-works projects which have
no place in the bill. We should not agree to them until
the legislative committees have considered the bills and the
House has passed them. This thing of authorizing public-
work projects on appropriation bills should stop, and now
is the time to stop it. There i no rush. If there is a dis-
agreement among the conferees, bring in a resolution con-
tinuing the present appropriations, which will enable the
department to carry on until an agreement can be reached.
I repeat, Mr. Speaker, I am going to insist upon a separate
vote on some of the amendments; and when I say separate
vote, I mean roll calls.
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Mr. Speaker, having received the assurance of the gentle-
man from Oklahoma [Mr, Jornson] that the amendment
will be brought back for a separate vote, I withdraw my
reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. JoENSON]?

Mr. MICHENER. Mr, Speaker, reserving the right to
object, does this include the tunnel through the mountain?

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. I think the gentleman re-
fers to a $900,000 project in Colorado which will ultimately
mean millions more. Oh, yes; that is now in the bill.

Mr. MICHENER. That has no place in an appropriation
bill. As I understand it, before the conferees agree to that
proposition it will come back for a vote?

Mr, JOHNSON of Oklahoma. That is correct.

The SPEAKER. 1Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Oklahoma? [After a pause.] The Chair
hears none and appoints the following conferees: Messrs.
Jornson of Oklahoma, ScrucEAM, O'NEAL of Kentucky, Frrz-
PATRICK, LEAVY, RICH, and LAMBERTSON.

RELIEF EILL OF 1938

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I call up the conference
report on House Joint Resolution 361, making appropria-
tions for relief purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the joint resolution.

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr, Speaker, I expect to make an ex-
planatory statement. I wonder if the House would grant
unanimous consent that the statement of the managers on
the part of the House be printed in the Recorp at this point
instead of being read. There is nothing controversial.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Virginia asks unani-
mous consent that the reading of the conference report and
statement of the managers on the part of the House may
be dispensed with and that the statement may be printed
in full in the Recorp at this point. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The conference report and the statement of the managers
on the part of the House are as follows:

CONFERENCE REPORT

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the joint resolution
(H. J. Res. 361) making appropriations for relief purposes, having
met, after full and free conference have agreed to recommend and
do recommend to their respective Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its amendments numbered 8, 13, 14,
25, 26, 27, 36, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, and 56.

That the House recede from its ment to the amendments
of the Senate numbered 1, 2, 215, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 15, 186, 17, 18, 22,
23, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 37, 38, 89, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 57,
58, and 64, and agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 3: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 3, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the matter
inserted by said amendment insert the following: “control, conser-
vation, eradication of insect pests, and miscellaneous”; and the
Senate agree to the same,

Amendment numbered 4: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 4, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows: Restore the matter
stricken out by sald amendment amended to read as follows: “and
self-help,”; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 5: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 5, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lines 4, 5 and 6 of
the matter inserted by such amendment strike out the words:
*or for completion of flood control projects already begun and for
which other relief money has heretofore been allocated"; and the
Benate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 19: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 19, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
matter inserted by sald amendment insert the following: “or aliens
who have not filed declaration of intention to become citizens”;
and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 20: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 20, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the matter
inserted by said amendment insert the following: “who are in need
of relief”; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 21: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 21, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
matter inserted by sald amendment insert the following: “who
are in need of relief and”; and the Senate agree to the same.




6522

Amendment numbered 24: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 24, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
matter inserted by sald amendment insert the following: “who
are in need of relief”; and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 47: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 47, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: Restore the
matter stricken out by sald amendment amended to read as fol-
lows: “or as may be necessary for administrative expenses of the
National Resources Committee,”; and the Senate agree to the
same.

Amendment numbered 48: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 48, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: Restore the mat-
ter stricken out by said amendment amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 10. In carrying out the purpose of the foregoing appropria-
tion the President is authorized to prescribe rules and regulations
for the establishment of special funds in the nature of revolving
funds for use, until June 30, 1938, in the purchase, repair, distri-
bution, or rental of materials, supplies, equipment, and tools:
Provided, That the requirement in Section one hereof that no Fed-
eral on project shall be undertaken unless and until
there have been allocated and lrrevocably set aside sufficient funds
for its completion shall not apply to flood control and water con-
servation projects authorized by other law and prosecuted here-
under.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 54: That the House recede from its dis-

agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 55, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
matter inserted by said amendment insert the following: “the
President shall find that the projects to be financed with such loan
or grant will not cause or promote competition of the products of
convict labor with the products of free labor”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 59: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 59,
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
matter proposed to be inserted by such amendment insert the
following:

“Sgc. 201. The Federal Emergency
Works (herein called the ‘Administration’) is hereby continued
until July 1, 1939, and until such date is hereby authorized to
continue to perform all functions which it is authorized to per-
form on June 29, 1837. All provisions of law existing on June
20, 1937, and relating to the availability of funds for carrying out
any of the functions of such Administration are hereby continued
until July 1, 1939, except that the date specified in the Emergency
Rellef Appropriation Act of 1936, prior to which, in the determina-
tion of the Federal Emergency Administrator of Public Works
(herein called the ‘Administrator’), a project can be substan-
tially completed is hereby changed from ‘July 1, 1938 to ‘July 1,
1939.""

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 60: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 60, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
matter proposed to be inserted by such amendment insert the
following:

“Sec. 202. The amount which the Reconstruction Finance Cor-
poration is authorized by existing law to have invested at any one
time in securities purchased from the Administration is hereby
increased from $250,000,000 to $400,000,000."

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 61: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 61, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
matter proposed to be inserted by such amendment insert the
following:

“Sec. 208. The amount of funds which the Administrator, upon
direction of the President, is authorized to use for grants from
moneys realized from the sale of securities is hereby increased
from $300,000,000 to $359,000,000; and after the date of the enact-
ment of this joint resolution no allotment shall be made by the
Administrator for any project the application for which has not
been approved by the examining divisions of the Administration
prior to such date.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 62: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 62, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of
the matter proposed to be inserted by such amendment insert the
following:

“Sgc. 204. The paragraph in the Independent Offices Appropria-
tion Act, 1938, under the caption '‘Federal Emergency Administra-
tion of Public Works' is hereby amended by (a) striking out the
words ‘in connection with the liguidation’ and (b) striking out
the sum of ‘$10,000,000' and inserting in lieu thereof the sum
‘$15,000,000".”
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Amendment numbered 63: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 63, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the
?.Ialtr.er proposed to be inserted by such amendment insert the

“SEc. 205. The funds available to the Administrator for the
making of loans or grants or loans and grants may be used for
projects (in addition to other purposes for which funds may be
used) of the following classes, in amounts not to exceed the sums
specified for each such class: (a) For school projects (other than
those included in subdivisions (b) and (e) of this section) to
replace, eliminate, or ameliorate existing school facilities or con-
ditions which, in the determination of the Administrator, are
hazardous to the life, safety, or health of school children, $60,000,-
000 for grants and $11,000,000 for loans; (b) for projects which
have been authorized, or for the financing of which bonds or
other obligations have been authorized, at elections held prior to
the date of enactment of this joint resolution, or for projects for
which an authority or board constituting an independent cor-
poration without taxing power has been specifically created by a
Btate legislature prior to such date, $70,000,000 for grants and
$22,000,000 for loans; (c) for projects for which appropriations
have been made by the legislatures of the States, $13,000,000 for
grants and $2,000,000 for loans; (d) for projects to be financed,
except for the grant, by the issuance to contractors of tax or as-
sessment securities at not less than their par value: Provided,
That an allotment shall not be made for any such project unless
the applicant has, in the determination of the Administrator,
made or incurred tial expenditures or obligations in con-
templation of receiving an allotment, $5,000,000 for grants; (e) for
projects for which funds have been tentatively earmarked by the
Administrator but for which formal allotments have not been
made, $54,000,000 for grants and $78,000,000 for loans: Provided,
That the grant for any such project shall not exceed the amount
tentatively earmarked as a grant for such project: Provided fur-
ther, That the amount specified for any of the foregoing classes
mybemcreasedbynottoexoeedlﬁperoentumthereofbyu-ans-
ferring an amount or amounts from any other class or classes in
order to effectuate the purposes of the title.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 65: That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 65, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of
the matter proposed to be inserted by such amendment insert
the following:

“Sec. 207. Title IT of this joint resolution may be cited as the
‘Public Works Administration Extension Act of 1937.”

And the Senate agree to the same.

C. A. Woobrum,
CLARENCE »
Lovuis LubpLow,
THOS. S. McMILLAN,
J. BUELL SNYDER,
JoEN TABER
(except as to No. 47),
R. B. WIGGLESWORTH,
Managers on the part of the House.
Arva B. ApAms,
EENNETH

Caryn HAYDEN,

James F. BYRNES,

FREDERICK STEIWER,
Managers on the part of the Senate.

BTATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at the conference on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the
Benate to the joint resolution (H. J, Res. 361) making appropria-
tions for relief purposes submit the following statement in ex-
planation of the effect of the action agreed upon and recom-
mended in the accompanying conference report as to each of such
amendments, namely:

On nos. 1, 2, 2%, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 29, 35, 42,
43, 49, 50, 61, 52, 53, 66, and 57: Provides for changes in section
numbers, technical corrections, clarification, and other changes
not involving the purposes of the text of the House measure or
the Senate amendments.

On no. 3: The Senate amendment inserts the words “eradica-
tion of insect pests” and “minor miscellaneous” in category (b) of
the limitations on the classes of projects under the appropriation.
The House accepts the Benate amendment modified so as to elimi-
nate the word “minor.”

On no. 4: The House bill made provision for “self help” projects
in category (c) of the limitations on the classes of projects under
the appropriation. The Senate struck out these words and the
conference agreement restores them to the bill

On no. 5: The House has the Senate amendment which
provides that no part of the funds for relief and work relief shall
be allocated or used for any purpose except to provide relief or
work relief for persons in need or for completion of flood control
projects already begun and for which other relief money has here-
tofore been allocated, and that not to exceed 5§ percent of the
amount allotted or used by any department or agency may be
expended for administration of such relief or work relief except in
the case of the agencies specifically set forth in the amendment
with a modification striking out the words therein “or for comple~
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tion of flood control projects already begun and for which other
relief money has heretofore been allocated.”

On no. 6: The House measure contains a provision that no
non-Federal projects shall be undertaken or prosecuted under the
relief appropriation unless and until “adequate provision has
been made or is assured for financing” such part of the entire
cost thereof as is not to be supplied from Federal funds. The
Benate changed the words in quotation marks in the preceding
sentence to “the sponsor has made a written agreement to
finance” and the House has accepted the Senate amendment.

On nos. 7, 8, and 9: The House bill provided for loans, relief
(direct), and rural rehabilitation for needy persons to be admin-
istered through any agency to which the President might allot
the funds for that purpose. The Senate amendment restricts
the administration of funds for those purposes to allocations
to the Resettlement Administration and makes provision for
administrative expenses of such administration and provides® that
the words “needy persons” in the House measure should include
“Indians.” The House accepts the Senate amendments insofar as
they relate to the Resettlement Administration and the Senate
has receded from the insertion of the words “including Indians.”

On no. 10: The House measure provided that no agricultural
laborer and no unskilled laborer who refuses or has refused an
offer of private employment paying as much or more in com-
pensation for such work as such person has received or could
receive under the relief provided in the joint resolution, and
who is capable of performing such work, shall be eligible for
relief for the period such private employment or any similar
subsequent offer of such employment would be available, with
the further stipulation that any such person who performs any
such private employment shall, at the expiration thereof, be en-
titled to an immediate resumption of his previously existing
employment status on work relief. The Senate has stricken out
the House provision and inserted a substitute embodying in
clarified form the purpose of the House and extending the same
to include all classes of persons employed on work projects and
certified as in need of relief. The House accepts the Senate
substitute.

On nos. 11 and 12: The House required that the part of the
appropriation allocated to the W. P. A. be so apportioned. and
distributed over the 12 months of the fiscal year 1938, and be so
administered during such fiscal year, as to constitute the total
amount that will be furnished during such fiscal year for relief
purpeses through such agency. The Senate amendment strikes
out the reference to the W. P. A. and requires the entire appro-
priation to be apportioned and distributed as to constitute the
total amount for all agencies for relief for the year, The House
accepts the Senate amendment.

On no. 13: The House measure confains a provision authorizing

the President to prescribe rules and regulations for
the appropriation and to utilize agencies within the Government
and to delegate to such agencies the authority to prescribe rules
and regulations to carry out the functions delegated to them by the
President. The Senate struck out that part of the House text au-
thorizing the President to delegate to agencies the authority to
prescribe rules and regulations. The Senate recedes from its
amendment and restores the House provision.
- On no. 14: The Senate inserted-a.requirement that. in the event
the Congress, or any Federal agency so authorized by act of Con-
gress, shall establish minimum rates of pay for persons employed
by private employers in any occupation or occupations, and shall
establish differentials applicable to different localities or sections
of the country in such rates of pay, that thereafter no greater
percentage differentials shall be applicable to the compensation of
persons engaged upon projects under the relief appropriation than
the average differentials so established by law or such Federal
agency and in the event the law or such Federal agency shall es-
tablish such minimum rates of pay without any differential appli-
cable to different localities or sections of the country that there
ghall be no such differential in compensation applicable to persons
engaged on work-relief projects. The Senate recedes from this
amendment.

On no. 25: Strikes out the Senate amendment requiring that
the W, P, A, shall, upon request, make public a list of the names,
positions, and salaries of all administrative personnel heretofore
or hereafter appointed by the W. P. A. whose annual compensation
is 81,000 or more.

On nos. 26, 27, and 28: The House text contains a section pro-
viding that any administrator or other officer named to have general
supervision at the seat of government over the program and work
contemplated under the appropriation, and any State or regional
administrator (except persons now serving as such under other law),
receiving a salary of $5,000 or more a year should be appointed by
the President and confirmed by the Senate. The Senate amend-
ments modified the sectlon to make such appointment and con-
firmation extend to all officers and employees with a salary of $5,000
or more a year whether located in the District of Columbia or in the
field and to strike out the language in the House text exempting
from such appointment and confirmation State or regional adminis-
trators now serving as such under other law. The Senate recedes
from its amendments extending Presidential appointment and con-
firmation by the Senate to persons other than those provided by the
House language and the House agrees to the Senate amendment
striking out the text of the House which exempted certain State or
regional administrators with salaries of $5,000 or more a year from
such appointment and confirmation.
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On nos. 29, 30, and 31: The House provided that appointments to
Federal positions of any administrative or advisory capacity under
the relief appropriation in any State or county should be made from
among the bona-fide residents of that State or county so far as not
inconsistent with efficient administration. The SBenate amendment
eliminates the requirement for county residence and the
word “residents” to ‘“citizens”, The House accepts the Senate
amendments,

On nos. 32, 33, and 34: The House measure contains a provision
prohibiting the payment of any of the appropriation therein as
compensation to any Federal officer or employee in an executive,
administrative, or supervisory position located outside the District
of Columbia unless such person is an actual and bona-fide resident
of the State or Territory in which such person is employed. The
Senate amendment modifies the House language (1) to change the
word “resident” to “citizen”, (2) to restrain the operation of the
paragraph so that it will be effective “so far as not inconsistent with
efficient administration”, and (3) to change the qualification of citi-
zenship from the “State or Territory” to the “State, Territory, region,
or district.” The House accepts the Senate amendments.

On nos. 36 and 37: The House measure contains a section pro-
hibiting the use of any of the appropriation to pay the salary
or expenses of any person who is a candidate for any State,
district, county, or municipal office (such office requiring full
time of such person and to which office a salary attaches), in any
primary, general, or special election, or who is serving as a cam-
paign manager or assistant thereto for any such candidate. The
Senate amendment expands the House provision to include any
person who “holds” any such office and expands the definition of
the term “office” as one to which “per diem” attaches as well as
one to which salary attaches. The Senate recedes from its exten-
sion of the section to an officeholder and the House accepis the
extension of the definition of *“Office.”

On no. 38: The Senate struck out the proviso of the House that
none of the appropriation should be used to pay any W. P. A, dis-
trict official unless such person is a bona-fide resident of the
W. P. A, district in which the office is located. As the substance
of this amendment has been included in the House agreement to
Senate amendment no. 34, the House accepts the Senate amend-
ment eliminating the proviso.

On no. 39: The Senate struck out the paragraph of the House
prohibiting the payment of any of the appropriation as compen-
sation to any Federal officer or employee in any administrative,
executive, or supetrvisory capacity if such person receives or earns
compensation for personal services (rendered during the period
when such person holds such position) from any other source.
The House accepts the Senate amendment eliminating the
paragraph.

On no. 40: The House prohibited the use of any of the appro-
priation for the payment of the salary or expenses of any person
who is related to the State administrator, district manager, or
county supervisor, or the appointing power, within the third de-
gree by blood or marriage. The House accepts the Senate amend-
ment striking out the paragraph.

On nos. 41 and 44: The House measure contains a requirement
that Federal appointments to positions under the joint resolution
for employment within the District of Columbia should be ap-

‘portioned among the several States and the District of Columbia
tion. The Senate has modified the require- -~ -
‘ment to make it eflective “so far as not inconsistent with effi-

clent administration” and the House accepts the Senate amend-
ment. The same section of the House text provides that in mak-
ing separations from the Federal service, or furloughs without
pay for as long as 3 months, of persons employed in the District
of Columbia under the joint resolution, preference shall be given,
in retaining employees, to those from States that have not received
their share of appointments according to population. The Senate
amended this part of the section to permit the appointing power
to exercise the preference “as nearly as good administration will
warrant” and the House accepts the Senate amendment.

On nos. 45, 46, and 47: Section 9 of the House measure makes
provision for use of the appropriation for payment of administra-
tive expenses, as determined by the Director of the Bureau of
Budget, for any department, establishment, or agency for addi-
tional work incident to carrying out the purposes of the appro-
priation or the provisions of section 5 of the Emergency Relief
Appropriation Act of 1935 or for agencies established by the Presi-
dent under section 4 of such act. Senate amendment no. 5 to
section 1 of the joint resolution, as accepted by the House, deals
specifically with administrative expenses and the Senate, there-
fore, made allotments under section 9 subject to the limitations
of section 1, and the House accepts this change. Senate amend-
ments to section 9 also changed the authority for the determina-
tion of administrative expenses from the “Director of the Bureau
of the Budget” to the “President”, and struck out authority for
administrative expenses for agencles established by the President
under section 4 of the Emergency Relief Act of 1935. The House
accepts the change substituting the President for the Director of
the Bureau of the Budget and accepts the Senate amendment with
reference to administrative expenses of agencies under section 4,
modified so as to provide specifically for the National Resources
Committee instead of the general provision of the House measure.

On no. 48: Section 10 of the House measure was stricken out
by the Senate. It provided (1) for the establishment of special
revolving funds for the purchase, distribution, or rental of mate-
rials, supplies, equipment, and tools in connection with the fur-
nishing of relief and work relief under the appropriation; (2) for
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the assignment, with the approval of the President, of personnel,
equipment, and materials of the Corps of Engineers, War Depart-
ment, to service in connection with flood-control and water-con-
servation projects under the joint resolution, even though such
projects have not been duly authorized by law; and (3) waiving
the requirement in section 1 that no Federal construction project
under the relief appropriation should be undertaken until the full
amount necessary for its completion should be allocated and
irrevocably set aside for that purpose. The House accepts the
Senate amendment with modifications which (1) restores the
House language relating to revolving funds and making such
funds available to include “repairs”, and (2) restores the House
provision relative to walving the requirement for complete allo-
cation of the entire cost of -a Federal project changed so as to
waive such requirement only in the case of Federal projects
authorized by a law other than this joint resolution.

On nos, 54 and 55: Section 15 of the House measure provided
that no part of the funds of the United States should be loaned
or granted, except for an obligation previously incurred, to any
State or any of its political subdivisions or agencies for any
program or project of constructing, rebuilding, repairing, or re-
planning its penal or reformatory institutions unless under the
laws of such State the sale in the open market of goods, wares,
or merchandise, manufactured or mined in whole or in part by
convicts or prisoners (except convicts or on parole or
probation) has been hibited. The Senate amendments to the
section modified it (1) by changing the class of funds prohibited
from expendifure from those of the “United States” to those
“appropriated in this joint resolution” and (2) by changing the
qualification to obtain the use of the funds for the stated pur-
poses from that of State law prohibiting the sale in the open
market of the products of prison labor to & finding by the
President that the projects to be financed with the loan or
grant will not cause or promote prison competition with private
enterprise. The House accepts the Senate amendments modified

be made for any project the application for which had not been

approved by the examining divisions of the P. W. A. prior fo such
date.

The Senate did not pass the House bill, but instead inserted title
II of the joint resolution dealing with the same subject matter.
Each of the Senate amendments is a separate section dealing with
P. W. A. As to all of these, except one, the House has agreed with
amendments substituting for the Senate language a composite of
the Senate and House . Senate amendment 64, the House
accepts without amendment; it provides that no new ap|
for loans or grants for non-Federal projects shall be received or con-
sidered by the administration after the date of enactment of the
joint resolution.

The substitute proposed by the House for the other amend-
ments of the Senate increase from $300,000,000 to 358,000,000 the
amount that may be used for grants instead of from $300,000,000
to $367,000,000 the amount which in effect might be so used under
the Senate amendments,

The Senate amendments provide for an increase in the amount
of P. W. A. securities which the Reconstruction Finance Corpora-

might hold at any one time from 250,000,000, in effect, to
an amount as might be necessary to carry out the Senate
proposal. The substitute increases the amount from $250,000,000
to $400,000,000. The House bill (7363) had no such similar

provision.
H. R. 7363 and the Benate proposal contain provision that after
the date of the enactment of the joint resolution no allotment
shall be made for any project the application for which has not
been approved by the examining divisions of the P. W. A. prior
to such date. The substitute contains such a provision.

H. R. 7363 provides $3,000,000 additional administrative expenses
for P. W. A. during the fiscal year 1838. The Benate amendments
provide for $5,000,000 additional administrative expenses for 1938
and $10,000,000 for 1939 and amend the Independent Offices Appro-
priation Act, 1938, so as to provide that the £10,000,000 of adminis-
trative therein for the fiscal year 1938 shall not be in
liquidation of P. W. A. The substitute adopts the Senate proposals
for administrative for 1938 and for amendment of the Independent
Offices Appropriation Act, but omits the administrative expenses
for the fiscal year 1939.

Benate amendment is accepted with modifications setting
forth categories of projects which were considered by both the
House and Senate in arriving at an increase in the amount of grant
money which the Administrator might use. The House bill, H. R.
7363, increased from $300,000,000 to £340,000,000 the amount of
grant money for the purpose of providing for certain classes of
projects which were set forth in the report of the House on that
bill. The Senate amendment set forth the classes of projects in
specific form. The conference agreement sets forth these classes of
projects informatively and makes it clear that these classes of

‘projects for which the funds may be used are in addition to other

tion
such
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purposes for which funds may be used under the provisions of
title II. The substitute for section 205 clarifies the Senate text
with respect to projects in subdivision (b) and omits subdivision
(f) and the proviso thereto dealing with miscellaneous projects.
The House bill, H. R. 7363, left the authority with respect to the
P. W. A. in the determination of the President as provided by the
present law. The Benate proposals took the authority from the
President and placed it in the Administrator of the P. W. A. The
substitute adopted leaves the authority in the President.
= C. A. Woonrum,
CLARENCE CANNON,
Louis LupLow,
THOS. 8. McMrLrAN,
J. BUELL SNYDER,
JoHN TABER
(except at to no. 47),
. R. B. WIGGLESWORTH,
Managers on the part of the House.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Virginia is recog-
nized for 1 hour.

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I hope to take very little
time, because there is nothing controversial in this report,
and, of course, I am very happy about that.

There were no fundamental changes in the bill which came
from the Senate as compared to the bill which we passed
in the House. A number of clarifying amendments were in-
serted by the Senate, many of which were agreed to by the
House conferees. Perhaps the principal amendments in
which the House might be interested are amendments nos.
26, 27, and 28, on page 9 of that print of the bill carrying
the Senate amendments,

In amendments nos. 26 and 27 an effort was again made
by the Senate to secure for that body the right to confirm
the appointment of employees of the Government who re-
ceive salaries of $5,000 or more. I am very glad to be able to
report that after full and complete consideration the Senate
receded from these amendments and this provision was
stricken out of the bill

On page 16 of the bill is amendment no. 55, relating to
the use of Federal funds for projects which involve the use
of prison labor. The Senate put a proviso in that amend-
ment to permit prisoners to be used in the preparation of
materials for and in labor upon the projects for which grants
could be made. This proviso, of course, was very vigorously
objected to by labor and by the building-trades industry—
and I think with much merit—upon the ground that it was
not right to use relief money or P, W. A. money to pay for a
structure and then use prison labor to build it; that this was
putting prison labor into direct competition with free labor.
This proviso was stricken out.

Title IT of the bill comprises the Senate amendments ex-
tending the Public Works Administration for 2 years.

You will recall that we passed a separate bill in the House
(H. R. 7363) carrying out, as we thought, the undersfand-
ing about an extension of the Public Works Administration.
It was sent fo the Senate on June 7. The Senate, instead
of passing the separate House bill, added an extension of
P. W. A. as title IT of the relief bill. In general intent their
action was the same, but in method of approach and in
language it was entirely different. After careful delibera-
tion the Senate language, in nearly every instance, was
stricken out and the text of the House bill used as the basis
for carrying what is the final provision, the substance of
which, as carried in this conference report, is that instead
of taking the control of the Public Works Administration
out of the hands of the President and putting it in the hands
of the Public Works Administrator, as the Senate amend-
ments sought to do, it leaves control in the President and
administrative control in the Administrator subject to the
approval of the President. We agree also in language of the
former House bill increasing the amounts for grants in that
bill to the extent of $17,000,000 and $2,000,000 more for
administrative expenses, which is $8,000,000 less than the
amount for grants which the Senate put in the bill.

Mr. BEITER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOODRUM. I yield.

Mr. BEITER. I much prefer the original language of
section 203, which specified that the amount of the grant
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should be 45 percent. Under the section as it is now drafted
another administrative order similar to 197 could be issued,
and we would again be forced to accept Federal grants on
a restricted relief labor basis.

Mr. WOODRUM. I may say to the gentleman from New
York that while another administrative order could be
issued, yet under H. R. 7363, as passed by the House, the
President had control over the Public Works Administration,
but I think it would not be fair to assume that the President,
having agreed to recall the no. 197 order and having actually
recalled it, would issue another such order.

Mr. BEITER. That is true, but a similar order could be
issued and the grant that is to go to these municipalities
in that event would not necessarily amount to 45 percent.

Mr. WOODRUM. It could be less than 45 percent.

Mr. BEITER. It could be less than 45 percent, whereas
in the language of the original bill it was specifically di-
rected to be 45 percent.

Mr. WOODRUM. The original bill (H. R. 7363) as we
passed it continued the present law of grants at not to
exceed 45 percent, whereas in this agreement, if there are
communities where a grant of less than 45 percent has been
earmarked the grant cannot exceed that, and to that ex-
tent it is more flexible and more in favor of the Government,
and after all we would like to give Uncle Sam a break in
connection with these things.

This agreement carries an additional authorization of
$17,000,000 for grants which cover some classes of projects
put in by the Senate. We struck out of the Senate amend-
ments an item of $8,000,000 for grants for miscellaneous
projects.

Mr, LEWIS of Colorado. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOODRUM. I yield to the gentleman from Colorado.

Mr. LEWIS of Colorado. Some days ago our conferees
were instructed by vote of the House to insist that the two
separate bills, appropriating money respectively for the mili-
tary and for the civil functions of the War Department, be
kept separate, although the Senate had combined the two
bills in one. In this case it appears we passed two separate
appropriation bills, one for the Works Progress Adminis-
tration, the other for the Public Works Administration.
The Senate has combined these two in one bill. I am
wondering if that is not a departure from the precedents
which have been set in the recent case and in other cases.

Mr. WOODRUM. I may say to the gentleman from
Colorado the House conferees frankly stated to the Senate
that though neither the relief bill nor P. W. A. extension
bill was a “general” appropriaticn bill, they felt the Senate
should have taken action on the Public Works Administra-
tion extension bill which the House sent over there. Those
gentlemen assured us their action in putting this on as an
amendment here was an effort to conserve time and when
we met them in conference they were generous and very
agreeable about it. Academically and theoretically, we do not
like it, but actually it gives us an opportunity now in one
transaction to do both jobs, which, after all, is what we are
trying to do. I may say to the gentleman that this is in
no manner a parallel case to that of the War Department
appropriation bill, where two entirely separate “general”
appropriation bills have been passed by the House and
combined into one by the Senate. The relief bill and the
P. W. A. extension are both legislative bills. Neither of
them is a “general” appropriation bill.

Mr. LEWIS of Colorado. EKnowing as I do the jealousy
of the gentleman from Virginia for the prerogatives of
the House, I am glad to have his explanation. I trust this
will not be a precedent.

Mr. WOODRUM. No. I may say to the gentleman that
in the last few days before July 1st necessity makes us
wound our prerogatives sometimes.

Mr. LEWIS of Colorado. I realize that.

Mr. PARSONS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOODRUM. I yield to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. PARSONS. I notice that the Senate struck out all
of section 10, which, among other things, provided for the
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President assigning personnel, equipment, and materials of
the Corps of Engineers of the War Department to super-

zise construction of flood-control projects not authorized
y law.

There is a substitution in place of that amendment, but
it leaves out that particular feature of flood control and
water conservation that is not authorized at the present
time. It was the understanding when this bill was pending
before the House, that as a part of the compromise in not
earmarking these funds that amendment would be per-
mitted to stay in the bill. When section 10 was eliminated
from the House bill, it was stated in the Senate at the time
Senator BargrLey brought that matter up, by the Senator
who had charge of the bill, Senator Apams, of Colorado, that
they would try and write a new amendment in conference
that would take care of the situation along the Ohio Valley
where flood-control projects have not been authorized by
law. May I ask the gentleman what it is proposed to do in
this connection?

Mr., WOODRUM. That provision was stricken out of
there upon the positive assurance it was not needed and
that the Corps of Engineers already had that authority
under existing law without such amendment being written
into this bill.

Mr. PARSONS. The Corps of Engineers does not have
the authority to embark upon flood-control projects that
are not already authorized by law?

Mr. WOODRUM. I do not understand that amendment
would have permitted them to do that.

Mr. PARSONS. The House language was written espe-
cially for that purpose; that is, to authorize the President
to assign engineers, material, and eguipment fo projects
not authorized by law.

Mr. WOODRUM. 1 do not believe the House ever would
attempt to write a provision in the bill that would permit
embarkation on flood-control projects not authorized by
law. If that provision was written in there, I think we did
not know what we were doing when we put it there.

Mr. PARSONS. I may say to the gentleman that was
a part of the compromise in withdrawing support for ear-
marking these funds. There was not an authorization bill
from the Flood Control Committee setting up projects fol-
lowing the flood of 1937 and we wanted it distinctly under-
stood in this bill these funds would be made available for
flood control in the Ohio Valley and its tributaries and that
the President could assign personnel, equipment, and ma-
terial of the War Department to supervise the construction
of these projects that had not been authorized.

Mr, WOODRUM. They told us they had a right to assign
the personnel, equipment, and materials without that au-
thority, We were told this language was not needed to
accomplish what it states.

Mr. PARSONS. If the gentleman will yield further, may
I read the language of the House bill? This was the par-
ticular amendment upon the adoption of which a large
group withdrew their support of earmarking. The amend-
ment reads as follows:

Provided, That with the approval of the President, materials,
equipment, and personnel of the Corps of Engineers, War De-
partment, may be assigned to service in connection with flood-
control and water-conservation pro}ecta prosecuted under this
act notwithstanding that such projects have not been duly
authorized by act of Congress.

This language particularly was placed in the amendment,
and this was a part of the compromise.

If the Committee on Flood Control reports and the Con-
gress passes an authorization bill, that will then take care
of the situation. However, I may say to the gentleman that
thus far, so far as I know, the committee has not reported
such a bill, and we have no assurance the Congress will pass
such a measure this year. Therefore, the Ohio Valley will
be left out entirely except with regard to projects which
have been heretofore authorized in the omnibus bill, and
this bill will not give the relief we expected to be given under
this amendment.
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Mr. WOODRUM. I may say to the gentleman I have a
memorandum on the margin of my bill, and Mr. Sheild, our
clerk, verifies my statement, that when we came to consider
this matter we found there is no question about the fact the
President has authority under this bill to allocate this money
for relief projects, whether they are flood-control projects
or what they are, and can use the Army Engineer Corps
on those allotments.

Mr. PARSONS. He can do that on projects not author-
ized by law?

Mr. WOODRUM. Yes. This relief bill is a “law”, and
he can allot for flood control under it in providing work
relief.

Mr. PARSONS. However, the Army engineers cannot go
upon these projects without the consent of Congress.

Mr. WOODRUM. We understand that if the President
allots money for the construction of the Federal flood-
control project as a relief project the Army engineers can
be used upon it. There was no contest made over the
provision by the gentlemen who were the conferees repre-
senting the other body because the matfer was explained to
the satisfaction of everyone. It was not a question of want-

_ing to take the authority away but it was simply stated that
it was not necessary to put the provision in the law.

Mr. PARSONS. I may say to the gentloman if I did not
.have some hope and expectation that the Committee on
Flood Control will report a bill. which may become-law in
this session, I certainly would fight the language which has
been agreed upon in this bill. - I think the committee is going
to report such a bill.

Mr. RAYBURN, If the. gentleman will yield, is it not

.the understanding of the gentleman.from Virginia that,,

without being specific about these. things, the President
under this bill will have the authority to use this money on
unauthorized flood-control projects and, further, will have
the authority to carry on the projects under the supervision
of the Army engineers?

Mr. WOODRUM. That is my understanding. I am
pleased to have the record show that was the understanding
of the conferees, for whatever it may be worth to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. PARSONS. With that assurance, and with the hope
the Committee on Flood Control will report an authoriza-
tion bill, I withdraw my objection.

Mr. BEITER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOODRUM. Yes.

Mr. BEITER. Under section 205, $60,000,000 is made
available for grants and $11,000,000 for loans to replace
schoolhouses which are considered by the Administrator
to be in a hazardous condition. Where a school district
has made application setting out that it has raised 55 per-
cent of the funds which will be used fo construct such a
project, would it be entitled under the language of this
bill to a grant of 45 percent?

Mr. WOODRUM. My understanding is that it would be
eligible for consideration.

Mr. BEITER. During the consideration of the bill in the
House the same question was propounded by another Mem-
ber of the House. Upon reading the Recorp the following
day, I saw that an affirmative answer had been stricken out
of the ReEcorp. I wanted to get this in the REecorp, so it
would be given consideration.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOODRUM. Yes.

Mr. JONES. I note that in connection with amendments
7, 8, and 9 it is stated on page 6, in the statement accom-
panying the conference report, that—

The House provided for loans, relief (direct), and rural rehabili-
tation for needy persons to be administered th.rough any agency
to which the President might allot the funds for that p

urpose.
The Senate amendment restricts the administration of funds for
those purposes to allocations to the Resettlement Administration.

Under the bill which we will further consider when the
pending matter is out of the way, we provide that such of
the funds as are allocated for this purpose shall be han-
dled by the Department of Agriculture, and also such funds
as may be transferred by Executive order. We make no
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appropriation. We permit the Resettlement Administration
as such to die on June 30, but stipulate that rehabilitation
loans shall be handled by the Department of Agriculture,
where we shall have departmental responsibility. It seems
to me this provision would complicate the situation.

Mr, WOODRUM. I may say to the gentleman I am
afraid it does, but the House conferees were unable to get
that language stricken ouf of the bill. The report has been
adopted by the Senate, and it is now to be adopted in the
House. I hope the bill will go through just as it is. We
cannot frame this bill to anticipate what Congress may do
in the future. We shall have to try to meet that situation
when we come to it.

Mr. JONES. By resolution or some other way?

Mr. WOODRUM. Yes.

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOODRUM. Yes.

Mr. WALTER. Since it is desired that this entire appro-
priation shall be expended for relief purposes, the House
adopted an amendment to the original bill making it illegal
to pay any part of the appropriation to anyone who has an-
other job. I see the conferees have agreed to strike this

-language out of the bill. I would like to know what prompted

the conferees to reach such an agreement.
Mr. WOODRUM. Of course, the main thing that prompted
the conferees to reach that agreement was that they had to

.reach. such an: agreement. or:still -be conferring perhaps.

The gentleman knows that in the stress of time you have to

- give and take. However, I may say to the gentleman that the

same reason that was advanced in the House was advanced
by the Senate conferees, that this kind of a provision would
prevent the employment on a part-time basis of architects,
engineers, and people in a supervisory capacity who might
be used temporarily, and who might have a position where
they could do a small job somewhere else.

Mr. WALTER. It seems to me the conferees could very
easily have met that situation by modifying this language
in such a way as to have made it possible for people of that
sort to have been employed temporarily by the W. P. A., with-
out leaving in the administration a great many people who
are receiving salaries for whole-time work and are devoting
very little of their time to the W. P. A.

In view of the fact that this appropriation is considerably
less than is necessary to relieve distress and unemployment,
I feel the conferees certainly should have insisted that the
language the House puf in the bill should remain in the
measure.

Mr. WOODRUM. The conferees did insist, I may say
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania, but you cannot always
get everything you want.

Mr. BEITER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield
again?

Mr. WOODRUM. I yield.

Mr. BEITER. Section 206 provides that—

No new applications for loans or grants for non-Federal proj-

ects shall be received or considered by the Administration after
the date of enactment of this joint resolution.

It is my understanding that after administrative order

197 was issued, in some cases the school boards called off

the bond elections, and since this bill has been considered
in the Senate and this amendment added to the relief hill,
some of these school districts now have ordered bond elec-
tions to be held. Will they be precluded from consideration
for a grant?

Mr. WOODRUM. I should think they would be, unless
you are going again to open the doors for all applications.

Mr. BEITER. I grant that, but where a project has been
approved, and upon the suggestion of the Administrator no
bond election has been held, it would appear there is more
or less of a moral obligation on the part of the Government
there, because they were ready to proceed and had adver-
tised their bond elections previously. In many cases they
have again advertised, and in one case I know about the
bond election is being held today. In the event this meas-
ure is passed and the election is carried, they will be pre-
cluded from participation in a Federal grant.
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Mr. WOODRUM. I am afraid that will be true, I may
say to the gentleman.

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield
there?

Mr. WOODRUM. Iyield to the gentleman from Texas,

Mr. RAYBURN. The only moral obligation on the part of
the Government that I thought existed was where elections
had been held, and this was the basis of whatever conversa-
tions I had with the gentleman from New York and others,

Mr. BEITER. That is right.

Mr. RAYBURN. Whether the bonds were sold or not. Now,
it appears to me that the matters that the gentleman from
New York is now talking about will just be matters that are in
the lap of the gods for the future as to whatever course may
be taken, but the moral obligation on the part of the Govern-
ment that we were discussing here 2 weeks ago extended only
to those places where they had voted bonds, sold them, or the
legislature had taken action and had done whatever was nec-
essary under the law of the State with respect to the State,
county, municipality, or whatever subdivision may have been
concerned.

Mr. BEITER. I want particularly to see the consummation
of all projects in school districts where they have not held
bond elections, but where the school directors have issued a
tax levy and raised their proportionate share through a tax
levy and not by a bond issue.

Mr. RAYBURN. I think if they had raised it by tax levy
sometime in the past and before these agreements were made,
and it was proper and legal in that jurisdiction, a moral
obligation would exist so far as I am concerned.

Mr, BEITER. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania briefly.

Mr. RICH. In the allocation of funds for flood control, who
is going to make the recommendations to the President with
respect to the projects that are to be constructed?

Mr. WOODRUM. I assume the President will get techni-
cal information from the Corps of Army Engineers who
have charge of the supervision and construction of these
projects, as well as consider a list of authorized projects
which Congress has specifically authorized and I under-
stand exists, although I am just answering the gentleman
somewhat at random.

Mr. RICH. Congress has not authorized anything along
that line that is applicable to this one billion and a half
dollars.

Mr. WOODRUM. Oh, yes; as I understand it, there are
many authorized flood-control projects to which the Presi-
dent, under this bill, could allocate funds.

Mr. RICH. On the direct recommendation of the Army
engineers?

Mr. WOODRUM. Yes.

Mr. RICH. Will the President hold up the recommenda-
tions of the Army engineers or is he going to try to carry
out all the promises that have been made over the week
end to Members of Congress who have had the privilege
and pleasure of going down to Jefferson Island; and what
consideration is going to be given to Members on this side
of the House who did not receive an invitation to attend
that love feast?

Mr. WOODRUM. I am sure the President will take care
of the matter in the proper way.

Mr. RICH. Does the gentleman think he will give us
proper consideration?

Mr. WOODRUM. I am sure he will give you the con-
sideration you merit. [Laughter.]

Mr. RICH. It might be considered by some that there
is no merit in the minority, and on that point we may dis-
agree very much; but I would like to ask the gentleman
this further question. The gentleman is one of the leading
members of the Appropriations Committee. You have ap-
propriated one billion and a half dollars now for relief. In
the gentleman’s opinion, what will be the result of this one

billion and a half so far as taking care of the relief situa-
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tion for the next year? Since you claim that prosperity
is back, and that the Democratic Party has brought pros-
perity to this country, how long are you going to be com-
pelled to carry on relief?

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I may say to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania that, of course, my views on the
question of how much money is necessary for relief are
pretty well known. I do not mean to say that one billion
and a half dollars is not necessary for relief. Perhaps much
more than that amount will be necessary, but I have felt
all along, and have not changed by mind in this respect,
that Uncle Sam should not pay all the bill. -

A provision has been written into the bill that has not
had much said about it. There has not been much publicity
about it. This provision will save between $750,000,000 and
a billion dollars on the relief bill in the fiscal year 1938
unless . Congress subsequently repeals it. It provides that
the funds appropriated here shall be set up on a basis
of 12 months; that it shall be the total sum to be used for
the relief bill for 1938. That provision was written into the
bill in the Committee on Appropriations of the House. It
was retained in the House and has been retained in the
Senate, and will be in the law when we adopt this confer-
ence report. What does it mean? Last year we appropri-
ated $1,425,000,000 for relief in the regular relief bill. They ,
came back early in this session for $789,000,000 more. If
this provision to which I relate were not in this bill which
we adopt today, I have no doubt, yielding to pressure from
States, municipalities, groups whom you represent and I
represent, not able to stand up against the pressure, perhaps,
they would be back here next January for another $750,~
000,000. They cannot come now. To that extent I answer
the gentleman by saying that this bill carries a billion and
a half for relief, more than I would like to see, but a very
substantial and drastic reduction in the relief bill of the
United States.

Between now and the time we convene next to consider
this matter I hope to see some sane, logical, sensible method '
worked out whereby we can handle this relief problem, or '
so much of it as the Federal Government is going to assume,
and yet put the responsibility upon the States and upon the
[Applause.]

I make this prediction fo you. Unless you do that, an
organization will arise in this country, a federalized organi-
zation, that will be so powerful politically that no Congress-
man can ever be elected in this country unless they put
their stamp of approval upon him—an organization of peo-
ple receiving gratuities from the Federal Government. They
will be here asking you for a civil-service status. They want
to be classed as Government employees. They will want
annual leave and sick leave and retirement benefits, and an
increase in wages.

Mr. WALTER. Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

* Mr. WOODRUM. In just a moment. I do not believe that
that is merely an alarming statement. The Federal Govern-
ment is going to have to bear part of this cost for a while,
until conditions come nearer to being normal. There are
certain areas, congested areas, metropolitan centers, that
obviously cannot carry the whole burden of this thing.
What should we do? We should place upon that individual
community or State or municipality the responsibility of
purging their relief rolls, of taking the racketeering out of
it and bringing it down, and then when the Federal Govern-
ment is convinced that that locality or State cannot carry
that burden, it is the duty of the Government to help them
with it in some way, but let us put the responsibility back
home, for that is where it belongs. Unless we do that, I
say to you that this problem will come down upon you every
Congress with increasing intensify, and you will not be able
to stand up under if, and the taxpayers of the country will
not be able to stand up under it, and they will wreak their
vengeance upon those of us who permit that kind of condi-
tion to arise. I hope that between now and nexf year some-
where, somehow, there will be some sort of sane, logical,
sensible plan evolved and brought here whereby such part as
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the Federal Government has to take in this relief program
will be patterned in a way that it will clean it up to some
extent.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOODRUM. Yes.

Mr. RICH. The gentleman from Virginia answered sev-
eral other questions that I was going to ask. I say to the
gentleman that he has the respect of the Members of this
House. There are from Virginia two of the greatest Senators
in the United States, and would to God we had about 70
more of them. When those gentlemen put aside the mantle
we feel sure that the gentleman from Virginia is going to be
a successor to take his place in that body. Those Senators
take the same attitude that the gentleman is advocating here,
and if he will advocate that stronger, the House of Repre-
sentatives will go with him in January, and I say to him that
I am behind him 100 percent. I hope the gentleman will be
able to carry out that program. [Applause.]

Mr. MASSINGALE. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. WOODRUM. Yes.

Mr. MASSINGALE. I want a little information about sec-
tion 14 on page 16 of the bill. That section seems to provide
that no loan or grant shall be made to any State when it is
engaged in producing articles that will go into commerce
in competition with a private enterprise. Here is a condition
that we have in my State. I do not know just exactly what
the status of the agreement is in that respect. We have a
twine plant in connection with the State penitentiary at
McAlester, and that plant was put there to enable the farmers
of Oklahoma to get their twine without having to pay Inter-
national Harvester Co. monopolistic prices. Under this law
as agreed to, as I understand it, the State of Oklahoma can
get no assistance in the further continuance of the manu-
facture of binder twine.

Mr. WOODRUM. Of course, they would not get assistance,
anyway, in the manufacture of twine. The question arises
only in the matter of getting a loan for the construction of
buildings, getting relief funds for the construction of build-
ings, and there is no other way that question can arise.

If the State of Oklahoma had an application for a relief
grant for the purpose of erecting buildings at its penal in-
stitutions, then it could not get that grant if that institution,
when erected, was going to manufacture goods that would
go ino the open market in competition with free labor.

Mr. MASSINGALE. The part that gives rise to the ques-
tion is on line 22, where it provides that—

Unless the President shall find that the projects to be financed

with such loan or grant will not cause or promote prison competi-
tion with private enterprise.

Mr. WOODRUM. That is right.

Mr. MASSINGALE. That is just exactly the reason that
the twine plant in the State Penitentiary of Oklahoma was
put there. As I understand it, under this language Okla-
homa is shut out as far as the operation of the twine plant is
concerned.

Mr. WOODRUM. No. It does not affect the operation of
its twine plant. It affects its ability to get money from the
Government to improve it.

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOODRUM. I yield.

Mr. WALTER. On page 2, line 25, is the proviso that—

No portion of the funds hereby appropriated shall be allocated or

used for any purpose except to provide relief or work relief for
persons in need or for completion of flood control—

And so forth. Does that mean if a man is receiving a
salary of $30,000 for liquidating a bank, he could be em-
ployed as a W. P. A. administrator?

Mr. WOODRUM. If I had the construction of it, I would
say I would make that kind of construction of it.

Mr. WALTER. Was it the gentleman’s understanding
that that sort of situation could not exist when he agreed
with the Senate conferees in striking out language that
would have made that sort of thing impossible?

Mr. WOODRUM. I cannot say that there was any spe-
cific understanding about that particular case but we were
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definitely assured that the situations of which the gentleman
speaks did not exist; that there were no cases where people
were on the pay roll of the Works Progress Administration
and had salaries that amounted to anything, who had other
incomes or other business of any moment.

Mr. WALTER. The gentleman can take my word or the
word of the people who are busily engaged in building up
the vast political machine of which the gentleman spoke a
moment ago, that the W. P. A. administrator in my district
was appointed liquidator of a mortgage pool of a closed bank
and his fee fixed at $30,000. He is engaged in liquidating
that mortgage pool and at the same time drawing a salary
of $4,300 as W. P. A. administrator, and he never goes near
the W. P. A. office.

Mr. WOODRUM. That should not exist.

Mr. WALTER. What would the gentleman do about it?

Mr. WOODRUM. The gentleman knows what I would
do about it.

Mr. WALTER. We are bound under the amendment
adopted by the House.

Mr. WOODRUM. We could not save it for the gentleman,
I am sorry to say.

Mr. HOOK. Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOODRUM. I yield.

Mr. HOOK. I was interested in the gentleman’s reference
to the relief work being turned back to the States. Does the
gentleman know that in most of the States, at least in my
State, the direct relief is taken care of by the State and fur-
nished directly by the State, and that the only assistance the
State receives from the Federal Government is the Works
Progress Administration? Michigan matches practically
dollar for dollar all the relief grants for work relief. Does
not the gentleman believe that is an equitable distribution,
and is it not the proper thing to do?

Mr. WOODRUM. I think it is not the proper thing to do
under any circumstances, unless it is absolutely necessary to
relieve suffering and unemployment. In my judgment that
is the only possible basis on which you can put the right of
the Federal Government to go into Virginia or into Michigan
and build sidewalks, sewers, schoolhouses, and streets, as
much as we like to see those wonderful improvements come
into our own communities.

Mr. HOOK. Is that not the only reason we are passing
this bill, and as long as that necessity exists, should we not
carry it on?

Mr. WOODRUM. I yield to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia.

Mr. COLDEN. The gentleman from Virginia mentioned
the responsibilifty of the States. In southern California we
have 6,000 transients per month arriving there without
means of subsistence and displacing other people who are
working and throwing them on relief. Does this bill permit
assistance in the case of transients which we face in Cali-
fornia and perhaps in Florida?

Mr, WOODRUM. I think it does.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOODRUM. I yield.

Mr. CRAWFORD. May I ask the distinguished gentle-
man, who has devoted so much study to this question, if it
is his opinion that the $1,500,000,000 will be sufficient to
meet the pressing needs when you consider that since Janu-
ary 1 we have lost man-days of work on account of strikes
amounting to a little over 10,000,000 days, with the increased
load that is taking place at this very time on the agencies
which are administering this kind of relief?

Mr. WOODRUM. Of course, that is an added feature to
it, undoubtedly.

Mr. VOORHIS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOODRUM. I yield.

Mr. VOORHIS. The gentleman feels, does he not, that
in the case of able-bodied people who are unemployed a
program of constructive work is much superior to direct
relief?

Mr. WOODRUM. Yes.

Mr, VOORHIS. And is that not the main reason for the
work-relief program?
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Mr. WOODRUM.
Mr. SPARKMAN.
Mr, WOODRUM. 1 yield.

Mr. SPARKEMAN. I would like to ask the gentleman with
reference to this public-works extension, particularly with
reference to section 205, where various projects, projects of
different classes for which these funds can be spent are
mentioned?

I notice this language in Senate amendment no. 63:
for projects which have been authorized, or for the financing of
which bonds or other obligations have been authorized, at elec-
tions held prior to the date of enactment of this joint resolution,
or for projects for which an authority or board constituting an
independent corporation without taxing power has been specifi-
cally created by a State legislature prior to such date.

I have in mind also the statement of our floor leader,
the distinguished gentleman from Texas, regarding moral
obligations. He referred to the issuance of bonds duly
authorized. In my State we have this sifuation: In 1933 a
law was prepared here in Washington, sent down there and
presented to the legislature, and was enacted by the legis-
lature, setting up a bond authority and giving power to the
various political subdivisions to issue revenue bonds without
calling an election; that when approved by that bond
authority these bonds would be good.

As I say, that law was passed and a great many of our
projects are set up on that basis; in fact, in some instances
these applications have been pending for 2 or 3 years;
they have been approved by all of the examining divisions.
In some cases they have actually sold such bonds and have
the money in the bank and are paying interest on the
bonds. In the gentleman’s opinion would such projects be
covered under this bill?

Mr. WOODRUM. The gentleman’s statement presents a
somewhat involved case. As I have been able to follow it,
it seems to me that he has a class of cases that are pro-
vided for under this bill, but without further and considered
judgment I would not like to make that as a binding state-
ment. The language is as plain as we were able to make
it, and it seems to me that the gentleman has stated a
case that would come under it; but I must make that
answer with reservations.

Mr. SPAREMAN. I wonder if the gentleman from Texas,
our majority leader, would state an opinion regarding it?

Mr. RAYBURN. If the gentleman from Virginia will
yield, I answered that question a while ago when I inter-
rupted the gentleman from Virginia. I think so; excepf,
I may say to the gentleman from Alabama, that a revenue
bond is about the hardest thing to convince them is sound.
If they are convinced that this is sound—they do not have
to do this in all cases—but if they are convinced that it is
a sound proposition I think that a basis would exist,
myself.

Mr. SPAREMAN. I may say with reference to sound-
ness that there are at present pending 55 applications from
the State of Alabama which have been approved by all of
the examining divisions. I understand that all of those
except 21 will be left out unless such projects as I have
described are included in this provision.

Mr. PARSONS. Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOODRUM. I yield.

Mr. PARSONS. Getting back to flood control, which I
mentioned a few moments ago, I find in the bill reported by
the Flood Control Committee yesterday this language:

That any funds appropriated for the fiscal year 1938 to carry
out the provisions of the Flood Control Act of June 22, 1936, may
be used for plant, material, supervisory, and skilled service neces-
sary in the execution of the projects authorized herein, with
relief labor furnished wunder the provisions of the Emergency
Relief Appropriation Act of 1937.

Which if passed will take care of the situation, as I men-
tioned a while ago. Would the gentleman be willing to sup-
port such a bill if brought before the House? And I pro-
pound the inquiry to our majority leader if he will use his
good offices to see that this bill is brought before the House
for consideration?

Mr. WOODRUM. Answering for myself, I may say that I
shall be very glad to give it very careful consideration.

Yes.
Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. RAYBURN. I have heard only a few lines of the bill
read.

Mr. PARSONS. Our majority leader is doubtless sym-
pathetic with the intent of the flood-control bill.

Mr. RAYBURN. I am for the flood-control bill, I will say
to the gentleman, for a specific one in this session and for a
general one in the next session.

Mr. LANZETTA. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOODRUM. I yield.

Mr. LANZETTA. In connection with the apportionment
and distribution of the amount appropriated in this bill
does not the gentleman feel that if the need should arise
the President should relax and permit the use of more
funds during any 1-month period in which such increase
was needed?

Mr. WOODRUM. I think he does not have the right to
do it under the provisions of the bill. The bill does not
provide for an allocation on a monthly basis. He may se
it up on a seasonal basis; but it must be for 12 months;
that is the point of it. He could use 75 percent of it in the
first 6 months, but then he would have to make the 25
percent stretch over the next 6 months.

Mr. LANZETTA. Then it is the gentleman’s understand-
ing that it is to be on a seasonal basis?

Mr. WOODRUM. It is to be on a 12 months’ basis. It
has got to be spread out over a year and used as his good
judgment and experience dictate it should be used.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. WOODRUM. I yield.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. In view of the different meth-
ods used by political subdivisions to meet the requirements
of P. W. A, not merely by bond elections, but by tax levies
and other methods so long as they meet the requirements,
why should they be excluded and only those projects recog-
nized for construction in the matter of which bond elec-
tions have been held?

Mr. WOODRUM. It gets back to the proposition of moral
obligations on the basis that where communities and local-
ities had gone to the trouble of taking overt acts under the
requirement, sefting up men, machinery, and operations,
it was felt that there was some moral obligation on the
part of P. W.-A.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. A tax levy would involve
practically the same obligation as a bond election.

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. TaBEr].

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, this bill, as far as I can ob-
serve, carries a direct appropriation of one and one-half
billion dollars. Referring to the Treasury statement of
June 25, which came this morning, I would think there is
about $270,000,000 of reappropriation that the President
could turn into this item for the first title of the bill.

Under the second title there is a reappropriation of funds
growing out of the funds which have been turned over or
will be turned over by the P. W. A. to the R. F. C. of ap-
proximately $204,000,000. So that the total, in addition to
the loans to municipalities for expenditures which will be
available under this bill in the next fiscal year, amounts to
approximately $1,974,000,000.

The expenditures for so-called relief this year, according
to the Treasury statement—and I refer to expenditures, not
the total that is carried there—run approximately $3,800,-
000,000. Page 2 of the statement shows $2,800,000,000, but
we must add to that the repayments which have been made,
amounting to $1,000,000,000 in revolving funds, which have
been subtracted from the recovery and relief expenditures
on page 2 of the Treasury statement,

Mr. Speaker, this is a very large sum of money, and prac-
tically none of it is going to be available for relief, accord-
ing to the program. It simply means a continuation of the
W. P. A. and their extravagant method of doing business
and their inefficient method of doing business. A friend
of mine who has been going around the country came in this
morning and advised me that in no place all over the coun-
try—and he has paid special attention to it—was there
efficiency in the administration of the W, P. A. The sooner
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we get away from this type of demoralizing, so-called work
and so-called relief, and have things administered in an
efficient manner, where expenditures of that kind are super-
vised by the local authorities and the responsibility put up
squarely to the local authorities for the relief situation, the
better this country is going to be, and the better the people
who are on so-called relief employment and that sort of
thing are going to be. We are not going to make a forward
step toward rehabilitating that group until we get rid of
this overhead in Washington and this idea of managing
things from a central spot instead of placing the responsi-
bility where it belongs.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield the remainder of
the time to the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CANNON].

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, the presenta-
tion of this conference report in its present form and its
adoption by the practically unanimous vote which will pres-
ently be accorded it, carries a significance which should not
be overlooked just at this time.

In adopting this report the House and Senate are not
merely voting on the appropriation of a billion and a half
dollars for relief. That is the least important issue sub-
mitted for the action of the House here this morning. The
real question before the House when the vote is taken on
the conference report is the approval of the relief program
of the administration; the endorsement of the methods used,
the amounts expended, the results secured, and especially
our cooperation in the continuance and completion of the
program. Every opportunity has been afforded for observa-
tion at first hand of the program and its objectives.

In every State, every congressional district, and every
community projects have been carried on, relief has been
administered, employment has been provided. And now,
after 3 years of trial, we vote this morning to decide whether
it has been a success or a failure; whether it has been hon-
estly and efficiently administered; whether we decide to con-
tinue it as heretofore or whether we prefer to revise or amend
it; whether we wish to reduce the amount available for the
purpose or continue it at the figure recommended by the
administration. That is the issue before the country. That
is the question on which we vote in passing on the adoption
of the conference report.

Wearenowmthelaterstagesofthatpmgram. In its
furtherance we have disbursed sums so stupendous as to
stagger human comprehension. The proposition now before
us is to spend another billion and a half in the same way,
under the same circumstances, and by the same authority.
As has well been said, that in each previous appropriation
we have given the President a blank check. And now again,
after exhaustive investigations and debate in the House and
Senate, through the newspapers, over the radio, and on the
streets of every city and village in the Republic, we again
propose in this conference report to give him another blank
check. And in a few minutes this House will vote prac-
tically unanimously to adopt the conference report and
turn the check over to him practically without qualification
or limitation.

It is the greatest tribute ever paid to a public official, the
strongest endorsement ever given an administration, the
most convincing expression of confidence ever voted by this
or any other Congress.

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CANNON of Missouri, My time is so brief I hope the
gentleman will not insist.

Mr. Speaker, persistent efforts have been made to create
the impression that the Congress is out of sympathy with
the administration and the President. Columnists and edi-
torial writers, with whom the wish was father to the thought,
have affected to see in the debate on the relief bill the reflec-
tion of an unrelenting opposition to the program and the
determination to deny either approval or cooperation. But
this conference report, unanimously submitted by House and
Senate conferees and shortly to be approved by both Houses,
effectually sets at rest any doubts which may have been
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entertained on that score. We are united. We are back of
the President. And after 3 years of trial the administration
program meets with the wholehearted cooperation of both
the Congress and the country.

In this connection, Mr., Speaker, we might also recall the
assurances freely given that any action taken by the House
of Representatives on this bill was inconsequential and could
have no ultimate effect on the measure; that regardless of the
form in which passed or the amount written in by the House
it would be revised, rewritten, and reduced to a billion, or a
billion and a quarter. But here it is before the House for
final approval in practically the same form in which it was
reported by the committee and in the same amount passed by
the House. This conference report is conclusive and convinc-
ing evidence that the House of Representatives is still a part
of the Federal Government, and that it continues to dis-
charge its proper functions under the Constitution of the
United States. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I had intended to save
more time for the gentleman from Missouri, the acting chair-
man of the Appropriations Committee. I therefore ask unani-
mous consent that he may have 5 additional minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Virginia?

There was no objection.

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr, Speaker, the bill as re-
ported by the committee, as passed by the House, and as now
submitted in the conference report is the happy medium
between two extremes. On the one hand there were those
who contended that it carried too much money; that it pro-
moted racketeering, was characterized by few redeeming
features, and should be limited to an appropriation of a
billion dollars at most. On the other hand were those who
insisted just as strenuously that the amount carried was
inadequate; that the bill was a niggardly and parsimonious
makeshift and should be increased to a minimum of $2,000,-
000,000 at least. The bill before us is the well-considered
mean between the two. Press reports from all parts of the
country within the last week reflect protests against the re-
trenchments and reductions enforced by the Government in
its program to curtail relief and return to normal condi-
tions. The suggestion that some plan must be adopted to
discontinue relief comes belatedly., That course was deter-
mined upon by the President months ago, and this bill
reducing the annual expenditure by more than three-
quarters of a billion dollars is a studied step in that direction.

At the same time provision is made for actual require-
ments and no child will lack food or clothing; no unfortu-
nate family will suffer; recovery will continue; the Budget
will be balanced and national welfare promoted and safe-
guarded. The President will disburse this money honestly,
wisely, and effectively, as in the past. And despite widely
disseminated reports of discord, disloyalty, and disintegra-
tion here on the Hill, the Congress will continue its united
support and cooperation, as evidenced by the enactment of
this legislation in the form and amount warranted by the
successful experience of the past 3 years. [Applause.]

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques-
tion on the conference report.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the con-
ference report.

The conference report was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the table.

OMAHA-COUNCIL BLUFFS MISSOURI RIVER BRIDGE

Mr, McCLAUGHLIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent for the immediate consideration of the bill (H. R. 7405)
to amend the act relating to the Omaha-Council Bluffs
Missouri River Bridge Board of Trustees, approved June 10,
1930, and for other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Nebraska?
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Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right fo object,
it seems to me that private bridge bills of this character,
providing for tolls, should come up on the regular call of the
Consent Calendar and should not be considered specially.

The SPEAKER. If the gentleman will yield for just a
moment, the Chair justified the recognition of the gentle-
man from Nebraska by the assurance given to the Chair that
time is of the essence in this maftter, inasmuch as certain
obligations and contracts will expire on the 1st of July.

Mr. McCLAUGHLIN. Mr. Speaker, I shall be pleased to
explain the bill if the gentleman will yield.

Mr, TABER. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the right to object,
and yield to the gentleman.

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. Mr. Speaker, this is a bill for the
extension of a franchise for a publicly owned bridge at
Omaha, Nebr., across the Missouri River at that point. The
franchise was granted in 1930 and has been extended by
the Congress from year to year. This bill provides for an
additional extension for 1 year.

The reason I have asked for the immediate consideration
of this measure is that if the bill is passed by July 1, cer-
tain Federal funds may be allocated for use on this bridge
which cannot be used if the bill is not passed before that
date. This is not a private bridge but a publicly owned
bridge, which is to be owned and controlled by a board set
up by public law. The board is a nonprofit board. The
bridge is not in any sense a private toll bridge.

Mr. TABER. Does the gentleman mean highway funds
will be so allocated?

Mr. McLAUGHLIN., Highway funds; not W. P. A. funds,
but highway funds.

Mr. TABER. Is not that an unusual procedure?

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. I am informed by the Bureau of
Public Roads it is perfectly proper. The maftter came up
before the Subcommittee on Bridges of the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, of which the gentleman
from New York [Mr. WapsworTH] and the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. Homes] on the gentleman’s side of the
aisle, are members. These gentlemen were thoroughly sat-
isfied from the representations of the Bureau of Public
Roads that this is in every way in order.

Mr. HOLMES. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McCLAUGHLIN. I yield.

Mr. HOLMES. During the time this franchise has been
under consideration work has actually started. The State
Highway Department of Nebraska, in cooperation with the
Federal Government, has spent practically $2,500,000 in
widening and broadening the Lincoln Highway leading out
of the city of Omaha, which brings it right into the loca-
tion of this bridge. This is a direct east-and-west highway
to take the through traffic directly west through the city of
Omaha and Council Bluffs on the Iowa side. This bill is
very important. It was demonstrated before our subcom-
mittee on bridges, which gave 2 days of public hearings to
this bridge bill, that it was essential the measure be passed
in order that advantage may be taken of the agreements
made between the departments of public works of the city
of Omaha and of the city of Council Bluffs, and that these
agreements may be carried out before June 30, 1937.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman yield
for a question?

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. I yield.

Mr. DONDERO. Is it not true this bridge will be built
just 1 block from a bridge which is now in use?

Mr., McLAUGHLIN. The gentleman is correct.

Mr. DONDERO. What can the gentleman say with re-
spect to what will become of the investment in that bridge?

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. I may say to the gentleman the his-
tory of that bridge, briefly, is that in 1887 a private bridge
was built across the Missouri River befween Omaha and
Council Bluffs and has been in existence, privately owned,
from that day to this. More than $10,000,000 in tolls has
been extracted from the public. You and I and everyone
who travels by the Lincoln Highway pays & toll to this
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bridge company. The residents of the city of Omaha, num-
bering about 225,000, and the residents of the city of Council
Bluffs, immediately across the river, numbering about 50,000,
are required to pay toll every time they go across the
bridge. It was built in 1887 at a cost of about $600,000 and
was later improved at a cost, it is said, of about a million
dollars. The bridge, including the cost of improvements,
has been paid for fime and again. The city of Omaha,
through its officials, has made efforts to negotiate with the
private company owning the bridge to purchase the bridge,
but the negotiations have come to naught. I respect private
property as much as does the gentleman who is now inquir-
ing of me, but I say that any man who objects to this bill
stands in the way of the peorle of the State of Nebraska,
the State of Iowa, and the cities of Omaha and Council
Bluffs, and stands in the way of every person who is required
to pay toll across that bridge as he travels across the con-
tinent on the Lincoln Highway and five other continental
highways which cross the bridge.

It is important that this bill pass at this time, and as
has been explained, there is nothing new about the measure.
The Congress is committed to this franchise. The franchise
was granfed in 1930 and has been extended from year to
year. Did the gentleman object when the franchise was
originally granted or when yearly extensions were granted
in the past? We now ask merely for another extension.
The only opponents of this bill in the hearings before the
subcommittee, which were held before the distinguished
group of men who compose that subcommittee, were those
who own the private bridge which is now extracting toll
from the public.

Mr., DONDERO. Does the gentleman think a public
necessity exists for the building of the new bridge?

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. Not only do I feel that way about
it, but the people of my city feel that way and the people
of the city of Omaha and of the State of Nebraska feel
that way and the people of Council Bluffs, represented here
so ably by my friend, the gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
Wearimn], feel that way, as well as the people of the State of
Jowa generally. They are all united in this request.

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object,
I sympathize a great deal with what the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Taser] has said in regard to this request for
unanimous consent, but the urge for the passage of the
bill before the 1st of July seems to be great. I do not
understand why those interested have delayed so long be-
fore bringing the bill before the Congress, but the Subcom-
mitiee on Bridges of the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce considered the bill very carefully. After
holding extensive hearings on it the subcommittee reported
it back to the full committee unanimously and the full com-
mittee in turn unanimously approved the recommendation
of the subcommittee and reported the bill to the House,
The present bill is only an extension of a permission which
was granted by the Congress in 1930.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Nebraska? [After a pause.] The Chair
hears none,

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That the time for completing the construction
of the bridge at or near Farnam Street, authorized under the pro-
visions of section 3 of the act entitled “An act to authorize the
construction of certain bridges and to extend the times for com-
mencing and completing the construction of other bridges over the
navigable waters of the United States”, approved June 10, 1930, as
extended, is hereby further extended 1 year from June 10, 1938.
It is hereby recognized that construction has been heretofore com-
menced under the provisions of section 8 of sald act as extended,
and said bridge may be constructed at any point at or near Farnam
Btreet, irrespective of the site of the commencement hereby recog-
nized, subject to the approval of the War Department and the ap-
proval of either of the Highway Departments of the States of Iowa
or Nebraska, all in accordance with and subject to the provisions
;r ﬁ aagtt approved June 10, 1930, as extended, and as amended

Yexe. 2. Any bridge constructed or to be constructed or owned and
operated by the Omaha-Council Bluffs Missouri River Bridge Board
of Trustees under sald act of 1930, as herein amended, shall be
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deemed a Federal istrumentality for facilitating interstate com-
merce, improving the postal service, and providing for military
and other governmental purposes.

Sec. 3. That in addition to the powers granted by said act of
1930, said the Omaha-Council Bluffs Missourl River Bridge Board of
Trustees may acquire and purchase and thereafter operate any
other bridge or bridges (including approaches) over the Missouri
River within 1 mile of the site of the bridge to be constructed by
said board at or near Farnham Street, Omaha, Nebr., as referred to
in said act of 1930, all in the manner provided by this act and
sald act of 1930, it being contemplated that all bridges owned
and operated by said board will be so financed that the obligations
incurred will be amortized and the travel over such bridge or
bridges will be made free of tolls at the same time, It shall be
obligatory upon said board that all toll revenues, after paying the
reasonable and proper charges of operation and maintenance and
the accruing interest on the outstanding indebtedness, be applied
to the retirement of such indebtedness, The rate or rates of toll
for crossing any bridge now or hereafter constructed which abuts
upon or enters into the corporate limits of both the cities of
Omaha, Nebr., and Counecil Bluffs, Iowa, shall not be reduced
below the rate or rates now in effect on existing bridges so long as
any indebtedness of said board for the account of any bridge or
bridges shall be outstanding and unpald. To pay the cost of any
such bridge or bridges so purchased, the board may, either sepa-
rately or in conjunction with the financing of any other bridge,
issue bonds as provided in sald act of 1930 as herein amended:
Provided, That said board shall operate each of the bridges under
its control and charge and collect such rates of toll for transit over
same as will not reflect upon or impair the earnings of any other
bridge to such extent as to adversely affect any outstanding bonds
which said board may have issued for account of such other bridge:
Provided further, That the power granted in this section with re-
spect to the acquisition and purchase of any other bridge shall not
be exercised by said the Omaha-Council Bluffs Missouri Bridge
Board of Trustees until the amount to be paid for the acquisition
and purchase of any such bridge shall have been approved by the
Highway Departments of the States of Iowa and Nebraska. The
construction of no competing bridge shall hereafter be authorized,
the operation of which will adversely affect such outstanding
bonds, unless provision is otherwise made for the payment thereof:
Provided further, That the rates of toll to be charged for transit
over bridges operated by said board shall at all times be subject to
regulation by the Secretary of War under the authority contained
in the act of March 23, 1906.

SEc. 4. That either the State of Nebraska and the State of Iowa,
separately or jointly, or the cities of Omaha and Council Bluffs,
separately or jointly, or the counties of Douglas, Nebr, and Potta-
wattamie, JTowa, separately or jointly, may at any time acquire and
take over all right, title, and interest in all of the bridges, includ-
ing approaches, and including any interest in real property neces-
sary therefor, then owned and operated by sald board. It shall
not be necessary to condemn or expropriate such property, but the
sald the Omaha-Council Bluffs Missourl River Bridge Board of
Trustees, its legal representatives and assigns, shall deliver same by
proper instrument of conveyance; and no damages or compensa-
tion whatsoever shall be allowed for any such right, title, and
interest, but such conveyance shall be made and taken subject to
the bonds, debentures, or other instruments of indebtedness of
sald board then outstanding, including accrued interest thereon.
Such instrument of conveyance shiall be executed and delivered
within a period of 30 days after a written notice of such intention
to take over such property.

8ec. 5. That in addition to the powers granted by said act of
1930, as extended, said the Omaha-Council Bluffs Missouri River
Bridge Board of Trustees, its legal representatives and assigns, are
hereby granted power and authority to acquire, condemn, occupy,
and possess and use real estate and other property acquired for or
devoted to a public use for park or other purposes by the State of
Nebraska or the State of Iowa, or any governmental or political
subdivision thereof, or any person or corporation which real estate
or other property may be required for the location, construction,
operation, and maintenance of such bridge and its approaches and
highways leading thereto, upon making just tion there-
for, to be ascertained and paid according to the laws of such State,
and the proceedings therefor shall be the same as in condemnation
or expropriation of property for public purposes in such State.

Sec. 6. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby
expressly reserved.

With the following committee amendments:

Page 2, line 3, strike out the words “at or near” and insert the
following: “Providing the west end of said bridge is within 2,000
feet of the center line of said.”

Page 2, line 21, after the word “River”, strike out the words
“within 1 mile of the site of the bridge to be constructed by said
Board at or near Farnam Street, Omaha, Nebr., as referred to in
sald act of 1930" and insert the following: “which (including ap-
proaches) abuts upon or enters into the corporate limits of either
or both the cities of Omaha, Nebr., and Council Bluffs, Towa."

Page 3, line 10, after the word “the”, insert the word *present.”

Page 3, line 22, after the word “bridge”, insert “operated by said
board, or of which the construction was financed In whole or in
part by a loan and a grant from the United States of America, or
any agency or instrumentality thereof.”

Page 3, line 23, strike out the words “said board.” et

Page 8, line 23, after the word “have” insert the word “been.”
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Page 4, line 2, after the word “Missouri”, insert the word *“River.”
Page 4, line 3, after the word “until” strike out the words “the
amount to be paid for the” and insert “all terms of the proposed.”

Page 5, after line 24, insert a new section as follows:

“Bec. 6. Baid bridge may be constructed with the aid of any
Federal funds appropriated and apportioned to the States of Iowa
and Nebraska, or either of them, for expenditure under the Federal
Highway Act, as amended and supplemented, and the limitations
of such act, as amended and supplemented, relating to the con-
struction of toll bridges with Federal funds, and the use of tolls
controlled for transit over bridges so constructed and operated
shall not be applicable to the tolls authorized to be charged under
the provision of this act.”

Page b, line 25, change “Sec. 6” to “Sec. 7.”

The committee amendments were agreed to.

Mr, McLAUGHLIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the bill (8. 2156) to amend the act relating to the
Omaha-Council Bluffs Missouri River Bridge Board of Trus-
tees approved June 10, 1930, and for other purposes, may
be substituted in lieu of the House bill (H. R. 7405), and that
all after the enacting clause of the Senate bill be stricken out
and the House bill (H. R. 7405), as amended, be substituted
therefor.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Nebraska?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate bill.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Nebraska offers an
amendment striking out all after the enacting clause and
substituting therefor the House bill as amended, which the
Clerk will report:

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. McLavceriN: Strike out all after the
enacting clause of the Senate bill and insert the following:

“That the time for completing the construction of the bridge at
or near Farnam Street, authorized under the provisions of section 3
of the act entitled ‘An act to authorize the construction of certain
bridges and to extend the times for commencing and completing
the construction of other bridges over the navigable waters of the
United States’, approved June 10, 1930, as extended, is hereby
further extended 1 year from June 10, 1938. It is hereby recog-
nized that construction has been heretofore commenced under the
provisions of section 3 of said act as extended, and said bridge may
be constructed at any point, providing the west end of said bridge
is within 2,000 feet of the center line of said Farnam Street, irre-
spective of the site of the commencement hereby , Sub-
ject to the approval of the War Department and the approval of
either of the Highway Departments of the States of Iowa or Ne-
braska, all in accordance with and subject to the provisions of
gg a.c: approved June 10, 1930, as extended, and as amended by

act.

“Sec. 2. Any bridge constructed or to be constructed or owned
and operated by the Omaha-Council Bluffs Missouri River Bridge
Board of Trustees under sald act of 1930, as herein amended, shall
be deemed a Federal instrumentality for facilitating interstate
commerce, improving the Postal Service, and providing for military
and other governmental purposes.

“Sec. 3. That in addition to the powers granted by sald act of
1930, said the Omaha-Council Bluffs Missouri River Bridge Board of
Trustees may acquire and purchase and thereafter operate any
other bridge or bridges (including approaches) over the Missouri
River which (including approaches) abuts upon or enters into the
corporate limits of either or both the cities of Omaha, Nebr., and
Council Bluffs, Iowa, all in the manner provided by this act and
said act of 1930, it being contemplated that all bridges owned and
operated by sald board will be so financed that the obligations
incurred will be amortized and the travel over such bridge or
bridges will be made free of tolls at the same time. It shall be
obligatory upon said board that all toll revenues after paying the
reasonable and proper charges of operation and maintenance and
the accruing interest on the outstanding indebtedness be applied
to the retirement of such indebtedness. The rate or rates of toll
for crossing any bridge now or hereafter constructed which abuts
upon or enters into the corporate limits of both the present cities
of Omahsa, Nebr., and Council Bluffs, Iowa, shall not be reduced
below the rate or rates now in effect on existing bridges so long as
any indebtedness of said board for the account of any bridge or
bridges shall be outstanding and unpaid. To pay the cost of any
such bridge or bridges so purchased the board may either sepa=
rately, or in conjunction with the financing of any other bridge,
issue bonds as provided in said act of 1930 as herein amended:
Provided, That sald board shall operate each of the bridges under
its control and charge and collect such rates of toll for transit
over same as will not reflect upon or impair the earnings of any
other bridge operated by said board, or of which the construction
was financed in whole or in part by a loan and a grant from the
United States of America, or any agency or instrumentality thereof,
to such extent as to adversely affect any outstanding bonds which
may have been issued for account of such other bridge: Provided
Jurther, That the power granted in this section with respect to the
acquisition and purchase of any other bridge shall not be exercised ,
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by said the Omaha-Council Bluffs Missourl River Bridge Board of
Trustees until all terms of the proposed acquisition and purchase
of any such bridge shall have been approved by the Highway De-
partments of the States of Iowa and Nebraska, The construction
of no competing bridge shall hereafter be authorized, the opera-
tion of which will adversely affect such outstanding bonds, unless
provision is otherwise made for the payment thereof: Provided fur-
ther, That the rates of toll to be charged for transit over bridges
operated by said board shall at all times be subject to regulation
by the Secretary of War under the authority contained in the act
of March 23, 1806.

“Sgc. 4. That either the State of Nebraska and the State of
Iowa, separately or jointly, or the cities of Omaha and Council
Bluffs, separately or jointly, or the counties of Douglas, Nebr.,
and Pottawattamie, Iowa, separately or jointly, may at any time
acquire and take over all right, title, and Interest in all of the
bridges, including approaches, and including any interest in real
property ne therefor, then owned and operated by said
board. It shall not be necessary to condemn or expropriate such
property, but the said the Omaha-Council Bluffs Missouri River
Bridge Board of Trustees, its legal representatives and assigns,
shall deliver same by proper instrument of conveyance; and no
damages or compensation whatsoever shall be allowed for any
such right, title, and interest, but such conveyance shall be made
and taken subject to the bonds, debentures, or other instruments
of indebtedness of sald board then outstanding, including accrued
interest thereon. Such instrument of conveyance shall be exe-
cuted and delivered within a period of 30 days after a written
notice of such intention to take over such property.

“Sec. 5. That In addition to the powers granted by said act of
1630, as extended, sald the Omaha-Council Bluffs Missouri River
Bridge Board of Trustees, its legal representatives and assigns, are
hereby granted power and authority to acquire, condemn, occupy,
and possess and use real estate and other property acquired for
or devoted to a public use for park or other purposes by the
State of Nebraska or the State of Iowa, or any governmental or
pelitical subdivision thereof, or any person or corporation which
real estate or other property may be required for the location,
construction, operation, and maintenance of such bridge and its
approaches and highways leading thereto, upon making just com-
pensation therefor, to be ascertained and paid according to the
laws of such State, and the proceedings therefor shall be the same
as in condemnation or expropriation of property for public pur-
peses in such State.

“SEc. 6. Said bridge may be constructed with the aid of any
Federal funds appropriated and apportioned to the States of
Iowa and Nebraska, or either of them, for expenditure under the
Federal Highway Act, as amended and supplemented, and the
limitations of such act, as amended and supplemented, relating
to the construction of toll bridges with Federal funds, and the
use of tolls controlled for transit over bridges so constructed and
operated shall not be applicable to the tolls authorized to be
charged under the provision of this act.

“Sgc. 7. The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby
expressly reserved.”

The amendment was agreed to.
The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the

third time, and passed, and a motion to reconsider was laid

on the table.

A similar House bill was laid on the table.

Mr. WEARIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp at this point.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.

Mr. WEARIN. Mr. Speaker and Members of the House,
it was of the utmost importance that the House of Repre-
sentatives consider the bill now before Congress extending
the right of franchise for the building of a free bridge be-
tween Council Bluffs, JTowa, and Omaha, Nebr. It has been
a great pleasure to cooperate with Senator Epwarp R. BURKE,
of Nebraska, and Congressman McLAUGHLIN, as well as the
two mayors of the cities interested, the Governor of Ne-
braska, the chairman of the present bridge board, Mr. Henry
Kieser, and all interested parties in bringing this matfer to
a successful conclusion. If was my pleasure to introduce
and obtain passage of an extension of the same franchise at
one of the earlier sessions of Congress of which I was a
Member.

It is very fine indeed that all groups in the two cities of
Council Bluffs and Omaha have united in an agreement
under which they can proceed toward the construction of
a bridge, and I believe that the erection of such a structure
is nearer to a realization today than it has been for many
years,

As has already been explained, the necessity for haste with
reference to the pending bill is due to the fact that unless it
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passes this House, in addifion to the approval that has
already been given to the hill in the Senate, we will be unable
to utilize certain Federal funds now available in the State
of Nebraska. The fact that the legislation will have prac-
tically completed its passage through Congress upon its ap-
proval here today will indicate definitely to the authorities
now in charge of the funds that the franchise is to be ex-
tended. The cooperation of the Speaker of the House [Mr,
Banxnean] and the Members with reference to this par-
ticular matter is, I am sure, greatly appreciated by the
citizens of Council Bluffs and southwest Iowa, whom I
represent.
EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. BEITER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no cbjection.

Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Speaker, I make the same request.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to extend my remarks in the Recorp, and to include
therein the statement of Mr. Donald Richberg before the
Joint Labor Committee on Wages and Hours.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. HILDEBRANDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to extend my own remarks in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection,

FARM-TENANCY BILL

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House re-
solve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union for the further consideration of the bill
(H. R. 7562) to encourage and promote the ownership of
farm homes and to make the possession of such homes more
secure, to provide for the general welfare of the United
States, to provide additional credit facilities for agricultural
development, and for other purposes.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the fur-
ther consideration of the bill H. R. 7562, with Mr. DrIvEr in
the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, I understand that the
first section of the bill has been read.
realI;lhe CHAIRMAN. The first paragraph of the bill has been

Mr. BOILEAU. Is it proper to offer an amendment at
this time?

The CHAIRMAN. An amendment is in order at this time
if it is germane,

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following
amendment, which I send to the desk.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk proceeded to report the amendment.

Mr. BOILEAU (interrupting the reading). Mr. Chairman,
I ask unanimous consent that the further reading of the
amendment be dispensed with—it is rather long—and that
it be printed in the Recorp at this point.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I reserve all points of order
on the amendment, and ask the gentleman to explain the
amendment before making the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman asks unanimous con-
sent that the further reading of the amendment be dispensed
with and that it be printed in the Recorp at this point? Is
there objection?

There was no objection.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from Texas reserves all
points of order against the amendment.

The amendment referred to is as follows:

Bubstitute amendment offered by Mr. BoiLEAU: Page 1, line 3,
sirike out all of section 1 and insert in lieu thereof the following:




6534

“That this act may be cited as the Farmers’ Security Act of

1937
“Trrie I—FarMm TENANT PROVISIONS

“SectioN 1. (a) There is hereby established a corporation to be
‘known as the Farmers' Security Corporation (hereinafter in this
act referred to as the Corporation), which is hereby declared to be
an agency and instrumentality of the United States. The prin-
cipal office of the Corporation shall be located in the District of
Columbia. The management of the Corporation shall be vested
in a board of directors composed of five members, not less than
two of whom, at the time of their appointment, are farm tenants
or sharecroppers. The directors shall be appointed by the Presi-
dent, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate. Each
director shall receive a salary at the rate of $7,5600, together with
actual necessary traveling and subsistence expenses when engaged
in the business of the Corporation outside of the District of
Columbia, and shall hold office for a term of 5 years, except that (1)
any member appointed to fill a vacancy occurring prior to the
expiration of the term for which his predecessor was appointed
shall be appointed for the remainder of such term, and (2) the
term of office of the members first taking office after the date of
the enactment of this act shall expire as designated by the Presi-
dent at the time of appointment, one at the end of 1 year, one
at the end of 2 years, one at the end of 3 years, one at the end
of 4 years, and one at the end of 5 years after the date of the
enactment of this act. In submitting the names of such nomi-
nees to the Senate for confirmation, the President shall certify
that, in his opinion, each of such persons has demonstrated that
he will exert every effort to improve the status of those who
qualify for loans or grants under the provisions of this act and
is in sympathy with the efforts of farm tenants, farm laborers,
and sharecroppers to become farm owners. Before the President
submits the names of nominees for membership on the board of

directors of the Corporation, he shall give a reasonable oppor=-)
-tunity to the national representatives of the various organizations

composed primarily of farm tenants or sharecroppers to recoms=
mend persons for such positions. The
make a full report of its activities to the President of the Senate

and the Speaker of the House of Representatives, who shall cause

the same to be printed for the information of the Congress.

“(b) The board of directors shall have power (1) to select from
-its members a chairman and a vice chairman; (2) to determine
and prescribe the manner in which the obligations and expenses
of the Corporation shall be incurred, allowed, and paid; and (3)
to adopt such bylaws and to promulgate such rules and regula-
tions, not inconsistent with the provisions of this act, as may be
necessary or convenient for the proper conduct of the affairs of
the Corporation or to carry out the purposes of this act.

“(c) The capital of the Corporation shall be in the sum of
$500,000,000, subscribed by the United States of America, pay-
ment for which shall be subject to call, in whole or in part, by
the board of directors of the Corporation. The Corporation shall
issue to the Secretary of the Treasury receipts for payments for
such stock subscriptions and such receipts shall evidence the
stock ownership of the United States. There is authorized to be
appropriated, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise
appropriated, a sum not in excess of £500,000,000 for the purpose
of subscription to the capital stock of the Corporation. In addi-
tion, there is authorized to be appropriated, out of any money
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for each year succeed-
ing the first fiscal year for which an appropriation is made under
the preceding sentence, such sums as may be necessary to carry
out the purposes of this act, and the sums appropriated in pur-
suance of this authorization shall be avallable to the Corporation
for the purposes of this act.

“(d) The Corporation, including its property, franchise, cap-
ital, reserves, surplus, and other funds, and its loans and income,
shall be exempt from all taxation now or hereafter imposed by
the United States, by any Territory, dependency, or possession
thereof, or by any State, county, municipal, or other local taxing
authority, except as hereinafter provided. Mortgages, notes, and
other lien and credit instruments executed to, or held by, the
. Corporation and any obligation issued or executed by it shall be
deemed and held to be instrumentalities of the United States.
The Corporation, when designated for that purpose by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, shall be a depositary of public money,
except receipts from customs, under such regulations as may be
prescribed by said Secretary; and may also be employed as a
financial agent of the Government; and shall perform all such
reasonable duties, as depositary of public money and financial
agent of the Government, as may be required of it. The Cor-
poration may also function as an agent of the United States
with respect to lands in the public domain to the extent and in
the manner prescribed by the Secretary of the Interior, or by the
Commissioner of the General Land Office with the approval of
the Secretary of the Interior. The Corporation, with the con-
sent of any board, commission, independent establishment, or
executive department of the Government, may avail itself of the
use of information, services, facilities, officers, agents, and em-
ployees thereof in carrying out the provisions of this act.

“(e) The Corporation shall have power to employ, to fix the
compensation, and to prescribe the powers and duties of such offi-
cers, examiners, attorneys, other experts, and employees and agents
as may be necessary to carry out the powers and duties conferred
upon the Corporation by this act., to require bonds of them and
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fix the penalties thereof. The Corporation shall be entitled to the
free use of the United States malils for its official business in the
same manner as the executive departments of the Government.

“(f) All books, records, and accounts of the Corporation and of
all county committees shall be open for inspection, under such
regulations as the Corporation may prescribe, by any officer of the
Corporation or any member of a county committee, or by any
person who has applied for or received assistance under this act.

“(g) The Comptroller General of the United States is hereby
authorized and directed to audit at least once each governmental
fiscal year, and at such other times as he may prescribe, the books,
records, and accounts of the Corporation. Such audit shall be for
the sole purpose of making a report to the President of the United
States and the Congress, together with such recommendations
thereon as the Comptroller General deems advisable.

“Sec. 2. The Corporation shall have the power, and it shall be its
duty, to establish, and to assist in the establishment of, farms
and farm homes, for the purpose of encouraging the ownership of
farm homes and improving the situation of farm tenants, ghare-
croppers, and farm laborers.

“ACQUISITION AND IMPROVEMENT OF PROPERTY

“Sec, 8. The Corporation shall have power, in order to carry out
the purposes of section 2, to—

“{a) Acquire by purchase, gift, devise, condemnation, or by
transfer from any agency of the United States or from any State,
Territory, or political subdivision, real property, and options to
purchase real property, suitable for use for farming and for
farm homes. Real property may be acquired subject to any
reservations, - outstan estates, interests, easements, or other
encumbrances which the Corporation determines will not inter-
fere with the utilization of such property for the purposes of
this title.

“(b) Construct and maintain necessary buildings and im-
No build-
ing shall be constructed under this subsection unless the county
committee has certified to the Corporation the necessity there-

‘for and has approved the type of building and the amount pro-

posed to be expended for the construction thereof,

“(c) Improve,. develop, maintain, and insure property acquired
under this section. ]

“COUNTY COMMITTEES AND LAND FURCHASE

h;?lsc. 4. The county committee established under section 382
) By

“(a) Receive applications of persons desiring to sell real prop-
this

“(b) Make inquiries in the county as to real property which
may be suitable and available in such county for purchase for
the purposes of this title.

“(c) Examine and appraise real property in the county when
required by the Corporation or with respect to which application
to sell is made.

“If the committee determines that any such real property in
the county is of such character that there is a reasonable likeli-
hood that its purchase and lease would carry out the purposes
of this title, it shall so certify to the Corporation and it shall
certify the amount which the committee finds is a reasonahle
purchase price, taking into consideration land values in the
county. No real property shall be purchased by the Corporation
unless certified by the county committee in which such real
property is situated, nor shall the Corporation pay for any such
real property an amount in excess of its value as so certified by
the county committee. No certification shall be made with re-
spect to land in which any member of the commitiee has any
property interest, direct or indirect.

“ELIGIBLE BENEFICIARIES

“Sec. 5. (a) Only farm tenants, farm laborers, sharecroppers,
and other individuals who obtain, or who recently obtained, the
major portion of their income from farming operations shall be
eligible individually or cooperatively to receive the benefits of
this title; but no such person shall be eligible if his income is
sufficient to maintain his family, pay operating expenses and
taxes- on and maintain property owned by him, and discharge
the interest and principal payments on any indebtedness secured
by such property. In making available the benefits of this title,
the Corporation shall give preference to persons who are married
or who have dependent families, and who are most in need.

“(b) The recommendations of prospective lessees by the county
committee provided for in section 32 shall be considered in select-
ing lessees of land within that county, and no lease of land shall
be made in a county to any person until the county committee
has had an opportunity to report its opinion with respect to the
ability of such person to carry out undertakings which may be
required of him under this title. The county committee estab-
lished under section 32 shall make inquiries in the county as to
prospective lessees who are eligible to receive the benefits of this
title and shall receive applications of prospective lessees. If the
committee finds that any person is so eligible and that such person
by reason of his character, ability, and experience is likely success-
fully to carry out undertakings required of him under a leace
which may be made under this title, it shall so certify to the Cor-
poration. No lease of any land in the county shall be made under
this title to any person unless such person has been so certified
by the county committee.
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LEASES TO TENANTS

“Sgc. 6. (a) The Corporation shall lease farms acquired
under this title to persons or cooperatives eligible for its benefits.

“(b) Farms leased shall be of such size as the county com-
mittee with the approval of the Corporation determines to be
sufiicient to constitute an efficient farm-management unit and to
enable one or more diligent farm families, either individually or
cooperatively, to carry on farming of a type which the county com-
mittee deems can be successfully carried on in the locality in
which the farm is situated, which gives reasonable indication of

ding minimum standards of health and decency for such
family or families as established by the Bureau of Home Economics
of the Department of Agriculture or other Government agencies.

“(c) Each lease shall be for a term not in excess of 5 years, and
the Corporation may renew any such lease for a term not in excess
of § years,

“(d) The lease shall provide for payments which the Corporation
determines to be fair and reasonable, and such payments shall not
be in excess of the prevailing rentals in the locality in which the
farm is situated as certified by the county committee. No lease
shall prohibit the prepayment of any sum due under it.

“(e) The lease shall provide that the lessee will conform to such
requirements as the Corporation shall prescribe in order that the
property may be maintained in repair, and waste and exhaustion
of the farm prevented.

“(f) The lease shall provide for its termination upon default of
any obligation thereunder or upon assignment, without the con-
sent of the Corporation, by the lessee of this interest.

“(g) The Corporation shall have power to prescribe such addi-
tional terms (not inconsistent with this title) in the lease as it
deems necessary to carry out the provisions of this title.

“(h) Amounts paid under subsection (d), diminished by such
amounts as the Corporation determines are necessary to reimburse
it for insurance paid on the farm and for amounts paid under
section 13 with respect to the farm, shall be applied to the pur-
chase price of the farm if the Corporation enters into a contract
for the purchase of the farm by the lessee.

“LESSEE PARTICIPATION

“Sec. 7. (a) Wherever practicable, in the administration of this
title, the prospective lessee shall be consulted respecting the farm
which is to be made available to him and respecting the construc-
tion, remodeling, extension, or repair of any bullding on the
farm.

“(b) No building shall be constructed, remodeled, extended, or
repaired by the Corporation on any farm during the period during
which a lease is in effect unless with the consent of the lessee.

“PURCHASE BY LESSEE

“Sgc. 8. (a) The Corporation is authorized, at any time not later
than the termination of the lease, to enter into & contract with
the lessee under which the lessee agrees to purchase the farm and
pay the price agreed upon (minus amounts applied to such price
in pursuance of section 6 (h)). The term of each such contract
shall be 40 years from the time of the making of the
The term of any such contract may be extended in the case of a

r who has not paid the entire amount due by reason of
the provisions for reduced payments of subsection (b) if the pur-
chaser is not in default on any other provision of the contract.
The extension in such case shall be for such period as the Cor-
poration determines will be necessary to enable the purchaser to
pay the amount due, together with interest thereon at the rate of
11, percent per annum, in annual installments equal to the aver-
age annual payment made by him during the last 10 years of the
term of the 40-year contract.

*“(b) The contract shall provide for payment of the unpaid bal-
ance of the price agreed upon, together with interest thereon at the
rate of 114 percent per annum in annual installments in accord-
ance with uniform amortization schedules prescribed by the Cor-
poration. The contract shall provide that if, on any installment
date, one-fourth of the cash value of the farm products produced
on the farm for sale during the period since the due date of the
previous installment is less than the installment due, the purchaser
shall be permitted to pay on account on such installment an
amount equal to but not less than one-fourth of the cash value of
such farm products. The contract shall also provide that if, on any
installment date, one-fourth of the cash value of the farm prod-
ucts, produced on the farm for sale during the period since the due
date of the previous installment, is more than the installment due,
the purchaser shall be permitted to pay in addition to such install-
ment an amount not more than the amount by which one-fourth
of the cash value of such farm products exceeds such installment,
except that, in addition, an amount equal to the whole or part of
accumulated deficiencies in payment by reason of payments per-
mitted under the preceding sentence may be accepted.

“(c) The contract shall be in such form and contain such cove-
nants as the Corporation shall prescribe to secure the payment of
the unpaid balance of the price agreed upon, together with interest
thereon, to protect the security, and to assure that the farm will be
maintained in repair, and waste and exhaustion of the !agn
prevented.

“(d) The contract shall provide that the purchaser shall pay
taxes and assessments on the farm to the proper taxing authorities,
and insure and pay for insurance on the farm buildings.

“(e) No contract shall be assigned except with the consent of
the Corporation.

“(f) Upon satisfaction of the purchaser's obligation under the
contract, he shall be entitled to the farm free of any estate or
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property interest retained by the Corporation to secure the satis-
faction of the obligation.
“(g) For the purposes of this section, in computing
paid on the agreed purchase price (1) there shall be included
amounts pald (pursuant to sec. 6 (d)) under a lease, diminished
by such amounts as the Corporation finds are necessary to reim-
burse it for any insurance paid on the farm and for amounts paid
under section 13 with respect to the farm, but (2) there shall be
excluded such portions of amounts paid under a contract to pur-
chase as the Corporation determines are properly allocable to
interest paid under the contract.
“REPURCHASE BY CORPORATION

“Sec. 9. At any time during which a contract, under section 8,
is in effect, the Corporation, with the consent of the purchaser
and upon recommendation of the couniy committee, shall pur-
chase the interest of the purchaser in the farm at a price which
shall not exceed an amount equal to the current appraised value
of the farm diminished by the amount unpaid under the contract.

“RELIEF LABOR COSTS

“Sec. 10. In any case in which improvements on any property
acquired under this title have been made by relief labor, the price
at which such property is sold to a purchaser shall include only
so much of the cost of such labor as is not in excess of the
amount which the county committee determines would be the
cost of similar labor other than relief labor.

“DEATH OF PURCHASER

“Sec. 11. If the purchaser under a contract made under section
8 dies, the law of the State or Territory in which the farm is situ-
ated shall govern in determining the person who shall exercise
the rights and be subject to the liabilities under the contract and
such person shall be entitled to exercise the same rights and shall
be subject to the same liabilities as the purchaser. The Corpara~-
tion, at the request and with the consent of the person so deter-
mined, is authorized to terminate the contract and purchase the

the amount

interest of such person at a price which shall not exceed an

amount equal to the current appraised value of the farm dimin-
ished by the amount unpaid under the contract. The contract
shall contain such provisions as the Corporation shall prescribe to
carry out this section.

“STATE JURISDICTION

“SEc. 12. The acquisition by the Corporation of any real property
to carry out the provisions of this title shall not deprive any
State, Territory, or political subdivision of its civil and criminal
jurisdiction in and over such , Or over persons resident
thereon, or impair the civil or political rights, under the law of
the State, Territory, or political subdivision, of such persons.

“TAXATION

“Sec. 13. Except in the case of property with respect to which
& contract under section 8 is in effect, the property acquired, held,
or leased by the Corporation under this title shall be exempt from
taxation by any State, Territory, or political subdivision, but the
Corporation shall pay, in respect of such property (except property
used solely for administrative purposes), to the State, Territory,
or political subdivision concerned, an amount which the Corpora-
tion determines to be fair and reasonable but not more than the
property taxes (including special and other assessments) which
would be payable to such State, Territory, or political subdivision
if such property were owned by a private individual. The payment
of such amount shall be made on the day upon which such taxes
would otherwise be due and payable.

“EQUITABLE DIVISION OF FUNDS

“Sec. 14. In the expenditure of funds for the purchase of land
under this title, the amount which is devoted to such purpose
during any fiscal year shall be expended equitably among the
several Btates and Territories on the basis of the prevalence of
farm tenancy and farm population, as determined by the Corpora-
tion, on the basis of the latest available United States census.

“TrrLE II—REHABILITATION LOANS
“BORROWERS AND TERMS

“SectioN 21. (a) The Corporation shall have power to make loans
to eligible individuals or cooperatives only upon the recommenda-
tion of the county committee for the purchase of livestock, farm
equipment, supplies, seed, feed, fertilizer, and for other farm
needs, and for the refinancing of indebtedness, and for family
subsistence.

“(b) Loans made under this section shall bear interest at a
rate not in excess of 1), percent per annum, and shall have
maturities not in excess of 5 years. Such loans shall be payable
in such installments as the Corporation may provide in the loan
agreement. All loans made under this title shall be secured by
a chattel mortgage, a lien on crops, and an assignment of pro-
ceeds from the sale of agricultural products, or by any one or
more of the foregoing.

“(c) Only farm owners, farm tenants, sharecroppers, farm labor-
ers, and other individuals who obtain, or who recently obtained,
the major portion of their income from farming operations, shall
be eligible, individually or cooperatively, for loans under this
section.

“PURCHASE OF PERSONAL PROPERTY AND SALES TO TENANTS

“Sec. 22. The Corporation shall have power to purchase, out of
funds appropriated pursuant to the provisions of this title, live-
stock, farm equipment and supplies, seed, feed, fertilizer, and
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other farm personal property, for sale to any Individual or co-
operative leasing, any farm from the Corporation pursuant to the
provisions of section 6 of this act. Every contract for the sale of
such property shall provide for the payment therefor within such
time (not to exceed 5 years) and in such installments as the
Corporation may prescribe. Any unpaid balance of the agreed
purchase price shall bear interest at such rate, not in excess of
114 percent per annum, as may be agreed upon, and shall be
secured by a chattel mortgage, a lien on crops, and an assignment
of proceeds from the sale of agricultural products, or by any one
or more of the foregoing.

“Sec. 23. (a) For the fiscal year ending June 30, 1938, the bal-
ances of funds available to the Secretary of Agriculture for re-
settlement which are unimpended on June 30, 1837, are author-
ized to be appropriated and are hereby transferred to the Cor-
poration to carry out the provisions of this act.

“(b) In addition to other sums made available by this act, or
otherwise, the President is authorized to allot to the Corpora-
tion out of appropriations hereafter made for relief or work
relief for any fiscal year, such sums as he determines to be neces-
sary to carry out the provisions of sections 21 and 22 and to
enable the Corporation to carry out such other forms of re-
habilitation of individuals eligible under this title to receive
loans as may be authorized by law and designated in the Execu-
tive order directing the allotment.

“TrTLE III—GENERAL PROVISIONS

“Sgerion 31. The Corporation shall have succession in its corporate
name until dissolved by act of Congress, and shall have power—

“(a) To sue and be sued in its corporate name in any court
of competent jurisdiction, Federal or State.

“(b) To lease such real estate as may be necessary for the
transaction of its business.

“(c) To make necessary expenditures for personal services and
rent at the seat of government and elsewhere; contract sten-
ographic reporting services; purchase and exchange of supplies
and equipment, law books, books of reference, directories, period-
icals, newspapers, and press clippings; travel and subsistence ex-
penses, including the expense of attendance at meetings and con-
ferences; purchase, operation, and maintenance, at the seat of
government and elsewhere, of motor-propelled passenger-carry-
ing and other vehicles; printing and binding; and for such other
facilities and services as he may from time to time find necessary
for the proper administration of this act.

“(d) To adopt and use a corporate seal which shall be judicially
noticed.

“(e) Make contracts for services and purchases of supplies
without regard to the provisions of section 3709 of the Revised
Statutes (U. S. C., 1934 ed., title 41, sec. 5) when the aggregate
amount involved is less than $300.

“(f) Make payments prior to audit and settlement by the Gen-
eral Accounting Office.

“(g) Acquire land and interests therein without regard to sec-
tion 355 of the Revised Statutes, as amended (relating to restric-
tions on the acquisition of land by the United States).

“(h) Com claims and obligations arising under, and
adjust and modify the terms of contracts and agreements entered
into pursuant to, this act, as circumstances may require,

“({) Pursue to final collection, in any court, State or Federal, all
claims arising under this act, or under any contract or agreement
entered into pursuant to this act.

“(j) To establish and maintain such branch and local offices as it
may deem necessary.

“(k) To exercise all such incidental powers as may be necessary
or appropriate to the carrying out of its powers and duties.

“(1) To exercise and perform such other powers and duties as may
be conferred or imposed upon it by or pursuant to any act of
Congress.

“(m) Make such rules and regulations as it deems necessary to
out this act.

“SEc. 32. (a) The President, by proclamation, shall fix a date, not
more than 30 days after the passage of this act, and shall designate
the places within each county or parish of the United States for a
meeting of the working farmers, farm tenants, and sharecroppers of
such county or parish. A majority of all the working farmers, farm
tenants, and sharecroppers within the county or parish shall consti-
tute a quorum at such meeting. If no quorum is present at any
meeting the same may be adjourned to a later date not to exceed 30
days from the date originally set, and for like perlods thereafter
until such time as a quorum is present. The President shall appoint
an organizer for each such county or parish meeting whose duty it
shall be to act as temporary chairman thereof.

“(b) Each working farmer, farm tenant, and sharecropper per-
sonally present at any such county or parish meeting shall be
entitled to one vote in any election, and upon any other question
which may properly come before such meeting.

“(c) As used in this section a ‘working farmer’ is defined as a
farmer who by his own labor works the land on which he lives and
shall not include corporations, banks, insurance companies, or
absentee owners or their representatives, except that nothing herein
contained shall exclude any bona-fide farm tenant or sharecropper
from exercising the right to attend and participate in every respect
at such meeting.

“(d) Each county or parish meeting shall elect by secret ballot a
president, vice president, secretary and treasurer, and two additional
committeemen, all of whom shall constitute the ‘county committee”
for such county or parish: Provided, That a majority of members of
the committee shall at all times be farm tenantis or sharecroppers,
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working farms within the county or parish. All members of said
committee shall be elected for a period of 1 year, and it shall be the
duty of such committee from year to year to call annual meetings
of working farmers, farm tenants, and sharecroppers residing within
the county or parish for the purpose of electing members of the
committee and for the transaction of such other business as shall
properly come before the meeting, except that at all meetings sub-
sequent to the first meeting a quorum shall consist of 30 percent of
those who are eligible to participate in said meeting,

“(e) Any person who is leasing any real property or who is
under contract to purchase property from the Corporation under
the provisions of title I of this act, shall so long as he remains in
that status be, for the purpose of dete his qualifications
as a member of the county committee, considered a farm tenant or
sharecropper. ”

“(f) No person shall be disqualified from attending and partici-
pating in a county or parish meeting, or from membership in the
committee by reason of race, religion, nationality, political afilia-
tion, or union membership.

“(g) Any vacancies occurring prior to 60 days before the next
annual meeting shall be filled by appointment of qualified persons
by the remaining members of the committee.

“{h) No person who is otherwise eligible shall be deprived of
the benefits of this act by reason of his being a member of any
county committee.

“(i) Immediately after the first meeting, the organizer ap-
pointed by the President and the members of the committee shall
certify the names of sald county committee to the Corporation,
and thereafter the said committee shall be recognized by the Cor-
poration for all intents and purposes under this act as the duly
elected county committee of the county or parish. At all annual
meetings after the first county or parish meeting, such certifica-
tion shall be made by the county committee.

“(§) Each member of the county committee shall be allowed
compensation at the rate of $3 per day while engaged in the per-
formance of duties under this act, but no compensation shall be
allowed with respect to more than 10 days in a month, In addi-
tion there shall be allowed such amounts as the Corporation may
prescribe as necessary traveling and subsistence expenses.

“(k) The committee shall meet at least once in each month and
three members shall constitute a quorum. The Corporation shall
prescribe rules governing all procedure of the committee, furnish
forms and equipment necessary for the performance of their duties
and authorize and provide for the compensation of such clerical
assistance as it deems may be required by the committee, Com-
mittee established under this act shall, in addition to the duties
specifically imj under this act, perform such other duties
under this act as the Corporation may require of them.

“GENERAL PROVISIONS APPLICABLE TO SALE

“Sec. 33. The sale of any property acquired by the Corporation
pursuant to the provisions of this act, or any interest therein, shall
be subject to the following provisions:

“(a) The conveyance in the case of real property shall be by
quitclaim deed.

“(b) Except as otherwise provided in title I or title II of this
act, the purchaser shall be required to pay the entire purchase
price at the time title is transferred to him.

“(¢) In the case of real property, the Corporation shall reserve
on its behalf not less than an undivided half-interest in all coal,
oil, gas, and other minerals in or under such property.

“SURVEYS AND RESEARCH

“Sec. 34. The Corporation is authorized to conduct surveys, in-
vestigations, and research relating to the conditions and factors
affecting, and the methods of accomplishing most effectively, the
purposes of this act, and may publish and disseminate information
pertinent to the various aspects of its activities.

“TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

“Sec. 35. The Corporation is authorized to furnish, without cost,
to persons who are indebted to the Corporation under this act
technical assistance relating to farm management and practices.

“VARIABLE PAYMENTS

“Sec. 86. The Corporation may provide for the payment of any
obligation or indebtedness to it under title IT in farm products or
from the receipts from the sale thereof, on a share or absolute
basis, and may provide for variable payments under which a sur-
plus above the required payment will be collected in periods of
above-normal production and employed to reduce payments below
the required payments in periods of subnormal production. Sec-
tion 321 of the Legislative Appropriation Act, fiscal year 1933
(0. 8. C,, 1934 edition, title 40, sec. 303b) (prohibiting rentals in
kind and improvement of rented property), shall not apply with
respect to any lease made under this act.

“BID AT FORECLOSURE

“Sec. 37. The Corporation is authorized and empowered to bid
for and purchase at any foreclosure or other sale, or otherwise to
agquire property pledged to secure any loan or other indebtedness
owing under this act; to accept title to any property so purchased
or acquired in the name of the Corporation; to operate or lease
such property for such period as may be deemed necessary or ad-
visable to protect the investment therein; and sell or otherwise
dispose of such property so purchased or acquired subject to the
conditions enumerated in section 33, upon such terms and for
such considerations as the Corporation shall determine to be
reasonable.




1937

“STATE COOPERATION

“Spe. 38. The Corporation shall not acquire or dispose of real or
personal property or make any loans or in any other manner per-
form any of its functions within any State or Territory that has
not by proper legislation provided—

“(a) That all contracts between landlords and farm tenants or
sharecroppers shall be in writing.

“(b) That farm tenants and sharecroppers shall have the right
to remove or be compensated for all improvements to the leased
property upon the termination of the lease,

“(¢) That farm tenants and sharecroppers shall have the right
to quit the leased premises upon reasonable notice to the landlord.

“(d) Such further guaranties as the Corporation may determine
are necessary to insure the security and civil rights of farm tenants,
sharecroppers, and farm laborers.

“Sgc.39. The Corporation, the county committees, and all other
persons administering this act shall at all times maintain a balance
between ethnie groups, within each county or parish, receiving ben-
efits hereunder so that benefits to the members of any such group
shall approximate in value as nearly as may be a proportion of the
total benefits extended in such county or parish determined by the
relation between the members of such group in such county or
parish eligible to benefits hereunder and all persons therein so

eligible.
“OFFENSES ON FPROPERTY

“Sgc. 40. Nothing in this act shall be construed to prevent the
application, in respect of property acquired or held by the Corpora-
tion under this act, of sections 35, 46, 47, 48, 49, 51, 52, and 56
(relating to certain offenses in respect of property of the United
States) of the Criminal Code, as amended (U. 8. C., 1934 ed., title
18, secs. 82, 89, 100, 101, 103, 105, 106, and 110), or of the act
entitled “An act to define trespass on coal land of the United
States and to provide a penalty therefor”, approved July 3, 1826
(U. 8, C., 1934 ed., title 18, sec. 103a).

“FEES AND COMMISSIONS PROHIBITED

“Sgc. 41. No officer, attorney, or employee of the United States
shall, directly or indirectly, be the beneficiary of or recelve any fee,
commission, gift, or other consideration for or in connection with
any transaction or business of the United States under this act
other than such salary, fee, or other compensation as he may re-
ceive from the United States. Any person violating the provisions
of this section shall, upon conviction thereof, be punished by &
fine of not more than $1,000 or imprisonment for not more than

1 year, or both.
“EXTENSION TO TERRITORIES

“gSec. 42. The provisions of this act shall extend to the Territories

of Alaska and Hawail.
“SEPARABILITY

“Sgc. 43. If any provision of this act, or the application thereof
to any person or circumstance, is held invalid, the remainder of the
act and the application of such provisions to other persons or cir-
cumstances shall not be affected thereby.”

Mr, BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
to proceed for an additional 5 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin asks
unanimous consent to proceed for 10 minutes. Is there
objection

There was no objection.

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, I have offered as a sub-
stitute the provisions of a bill which I introduced some time
ago on this same subject. The bill is known as H. R. 6836.
It deals with the same subject matter dealt with in the bill
now before the Committee. Sometime ago it will be recalled
the President’s special committee on farm tenancy submitted
a report to this House. I believe the bill I have introduced
more clearly follows out the recommendations of the Pres-
ident’s special committee than does any bill that was intro-
duced in this session of Congress. The bill differs in some
1espect, but the substance is the same as the recommenda-
tions of the President’s committee. In making that state-
ment I want to make it clear that no member of the Presi-
dent’s special committee had anything to do with the draft-
ing of this bill. I was assisted by many men and women in
this country who are vitally interested in farm tenancy and
the sharecropper problem. Men and women who have been
devoting their lives to this problem have assisted me in
drafting this bill. The bill first provides for the creation of
a corporation, the capital stock of which shall be subscribed
by the Treasury of the United States, in the amount of
$500,000,000. That sounds like a lot of money, and more
than is carried in this bill before the Committee, but I eall
attention to the fact that the $500,000,000 will care not only
for the purchase of land, to put tenants on, but will also
provide for rehabilitation so that it will not be necessary to
allocate money out of the relief fund for this purpose, and
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do so.

The $500,000,000 will be turned over to this corporation
the first fiscal year with authorization for subsequent fiscal
years in such amount as the Congress shall from year to
year authoize for that purpose. The bill goes upon the
theory that the Federal Government through this corpora-
tion should purchase suitable farm lands, and after having
purchased those farm lands, sell the land back to sharecrop-
pers and farm tenants on reasonable terms over a long
amortization period, with interest at the rate of 1'% percent.
I emphasize the fact that-the $500,000,000 authorized this
first fiscal year is in no sense of the word a gift to the share-
croppers or to farm tenants, but is merely a loan with inter-
est rates at 1% percent. The money is loaned for the pur-
pose of rehabilitating this vast number of people in this
country who are now working on farms, living on farms, but
who are not farm owners, and have no ownership rights in
the land they till. The bill provides for the creation of a
board which shall be the executive board of this corporation,
consisting of five members, and two at least of the five mem-
bers shall at the time of their appointment be sharecroppers
or farm tenants, not the majority, but only two of them.
Many men and women have developed in these farm-tenant
organizations real ability and they can be of help to serve
on this board. All names must be certified by the President
to the Senate, and there must be a recommendation that
these men have been in the past very sympathetic to the
needs of farm tenants and sharecroppers in this country.

Then in each county there is an election. Each county
in the entire United States holds an election, at which all
working farmers, whether he be the owner of his farm, a
sharecropper, or a tenant, shall have one vote. That county
convention shall elect a county committee of five members—
a president, a secretary-treasurer, a vice president, and two
additional members. Three of those five must actually be
farm tenants or sharecroppers, and they are elected by the
working farmers of that particular county. Those men
have no authority to loan the money, but before the cor-
poration can buy any land in & community for its purposes
it must first have the approval of the county committee.
That will prevent this corporation from buying lands that
are valueless, buying farms upon which these sharecroppers
or farmers cannot rehabilitate themselves. In addition to
that the county committee will have authority to recom-
mend to the corporation the names of those people who are
suitable, those people who would make good farmers, who
would probably be able fo carry this load and finally be-
come farm owners., If the county committee submits a
name to a corporation, that does not mean that the cor-
poration must of necessity loan money to those farmers,
but they cannot loan it to any farmer, any tenant, or share-
cropper who has not been first approved by this local com-
mittee that is democratically elected. That would insure
not control by the county committees of sharecroppers or
tenants but it would insure sympathetic administration of
the act. It will also provide insurance against waste, because
the people in the various localities who are vitally interested
in the success of the bill will have a great deal of responsi-
bility to guide the destinies of the program and to assist the
corporation.

Now, the first step is a lease. The corporation will lease
this land to the tenant or sharecropper for a period not
to exceed 5 years, with the provision that an extension of
an additional 5 years can be granted if the corporation sees
fit. That is a lease. It is a trying-out period. If the share-
cropper or tenant shows during that period of time that he
is competent, that there is likelihood of his carrying out
his obligations, then he can become g purchaser, provided
the corporation sees fit to sell the land to him. The county
committee has no jurisdiction there. That insures the op-
eration of the program from a Federal standpoint. They
can sell the land to a farmer on a 40-year contract, bearing
115-percent interest. They amortize the loan over this
40-year period, including principal payments and interest,
and a definite amount is fixed that the purchaser shall pay
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to the corporation. His contract provides for a definite pay-
ment in amounts of money, with the provision, however,
that in no year shall the farmer be obliged to pay more
than 25 percent of the cash value of the crop produced
for sale upon his farm. So that if there should be, on ac-
count of a drought or pestilence or for some other reason,
a very small crop, in no one year will the purchaser be
obliged to pay more than 25 percent of the crop produced
for sale upon that farm.

You may say, “Well, how do you know you are going to
finally pay off this indebtedness?” The bill provides that, if
with these variable payments of not to exceed 25 percent, at
the end of 40 years the purchaser has not paid all of the
money he is obliged to pay under his contract, an additional
period of time will be given, during which period he shall
pay the average amount that he paid to this corporation
during the preceding 10 years. So that it may extend
this period of 40 years for a few years more.

This bill will give security to the farmers who are put upon
these lands for at least 45 or 50 years. During that period
of time they can acquire ownership. During that period of
time they cannot be dispossessed if they comply with the
terms of their contract. During that time they will have an
opportunity to rehabilitate themselves and their families.

I submit to you that with the growing tenancy problem in
this country, with the increase of tenancy year after year,
such as we have seen in the last 25 or 50 years, there is need
for tackling this problem, not in a peanut way, not in a
drop-in-the-bucket way, but in the same proportion as the
problem exists in this country.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Wis-
consin has expired.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, in the interest of saving time
I am not going to press the point of order. I will withdraw
the point of order, although I think it is very doubtful. The
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. NeLson] desires recognition.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas withdraws
the point of order reserved.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment. No one who knows my colleague from Wis-
consin [Mr. BorLEau], who has just offered this amendment,
doubts his sincerity or his real heart interest in this cause.
The question, as I see it, is not what we want but what we
can reasonably hope to get.

The bill now being considered, and which represents
months of study on the part of our committee, is not a per-
fect measure. It is, though, much better than was the orig-
inal. It is no “cure-all.” Frankly, it represents but an
experiment, an experiment which all hope may prove suc-
cessful but about which many entertain justifiable doubts.
In the beginning it can, at best, benefit but few. But it is
worth a trial.

In the first place, tenancy is not a disease but only evidence
of the disorder which we are now attacking, in the hope that,
after due time, we shall discover a cure. The trouble, to
discontinue the figure of speech, is that farming has not been
profitable. In agriculture, as in any other business—and
farming is a business—prosperity is properly measured by
the purchasing power of the profit. If there is no profit,
there can be no permanent purchasing power. Make the
farmer secure. Give him the cost of production and a little
more for what he has fo sell, year after year, and the farm-
tenancy problem will largely be a thing of the past.

As a member of the subcommittee which gave long study
to this bill, I fully appreciate the difficulties encountered in
framing a measure that will apply with equal fairness and
desirability to all sections of the country. However, as this
measure, carrying an appropriation representing only a frac-
tional part of the $500,000,000 suggested by my colleague
from Wisconsin [Mr. BoiLeau], can justly be looked upon
only as an experiment, the committee felt proper that all
sections of our country should be included in the trial. So
in section 4 equitable distribution of loans is provided, the
requirement being that the amounts available be distributed
among the States and Territories on the basis of farm
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population and prevalence of tenancy. This is fair to all
the States.

As I have said, conditions differ, as do terms. In Missouri,
for instance, I do not recall that in any talk between farmers,
of whom I am one, I have ever heard another referred to as
a “tenant.,” We speak of “renters”, never of “tenants” or
“sharecroppers.”

From some of the discussions heard on this bill, one might
gain the impression that the tenant, or, let us say, renter,
is a man of less than ordinary ability, incapable of succeed-
ing without a great deal of guidance and direction. This
may be true of some, but it in no sense applies to the rank
and file of renters in Missouri. Some of the best farmers
I have ever known have been renters. In this class are
many who a few years ago were prosperous farm owners,
but who because of economic conditions, especially during
the latter part of the Hoover administration, and through
no fault of their own, lost their farms. Afforded an oppor-
tunity fo again acquire these same farms or others, they
will demonstrate their fitness to farm and ability to sue-
ceed under ordinary conditions. Men of this type deserve
the utmost consideration in any farm-tenancy bill. It is
not enough to put a man on a farm. It is more to keep
him there. Generally speaking, one experienced farmer
who knows and loves the land is worth a dozen inexperi-
enced men who might be taken out of the big cities and
placed on farms.

I do not agree with the suggestion that where a tenant
of the right type is selected it will be necessary to provide
greater safeguards than are contained in paragraph 4 of
section 3 of the bill, “to assure that the farm will be main-
tained in repair and waste and exhaustion of the farm pre-
vented.” If the right farmer is selected by the county com-~
mittee of three farmers, as provided in the bill, and after
this selection has been approved by the final authorities there
is little doubt but that he will succeed without having to
follow a book of instructions or heeding expert advice from
Washington or elsewhere. The big job is to select the right
man with whom to begin. I have every confidence that this
can be done. Speaking for the 15 counties of the Second
Missouri Congressional District, which I have the honor to
represent, I know that in each county there is at least one
farmer—of course, there are many—who will make a go of
a farm to be secured under the loan provision of this bill.

A word about the county committee to pass upon the farm
and the tenant. This committee is to be made up of prac-
tical farmers, who will know the man and the land. For
their services, members will receive $3 per day but for not
more than 5 days in any 1 month.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. NELSON. I yield.

Mr. MILLS. How will these three men on the county
boards be appointed?

Mr. NELSON. My understanding is that they will be
appointed by the Secretary of Agriculture,

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. NELSON. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for 5 additional minutes.

Mr. WITHROW. Reserving the right to object, Mr.
Chairman, I think, in fairness to the amendment, that the
gentleman should direct his remarks in opposition to it. I
think the amendment is very important. Thus far, during
the first 5 minutes, the gentleman’s only opposition to the
amendment is on the ground that it is not what we want
but what we can get. I think, in all fairness to this amend-
ment, the gentleman should direct his remarks to it. I think
it is of sufficient importance to warrant that objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there cbjection to the request of
the gentleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. NELSON. My thought is: Is it possible to go as far
as my colleague, for whom I have very great respect, wishes
us to go? If not, then we must make a choice between his
plan and the plan which comes to us from the committee.

Mr, BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. NELSON. I yleld.

Mr. BOILEAU. The gentleman said that under the com-
mittee’s plan one tenant farmer in each county would be
taken care of. Does not the gentleman think that, if we
are going to take care of this problem, we should try to care
for at least 50 in each county, as my bill provides?

Mr. NELSON. I would be very glad if it were possible to
take care of more farmers.

Mr. BOILEAU. I know the gentleman feels that way; on
the other hand, it seems to me that we should go ahead
and solve this problem now.

Mr. NELSON. I look upon this as in the nature of an ex-
periment.

Mr. BOILEAU. I do not doubt that.

Mr. NELSON. Insofar as possible, the so-called expert—
and sometimes I feel that I should like to see this much-
abused word stricken from the dictionary—is not given the
place of greatest prominence in this measure, but more
thought has been given to experience and to the practical. I
would add that the excessive use of the word “expert” is un-
just to the comparatively few who are really entitled to be so
designated.

As to title 1 of the bill, dealing with the farm-tenant
problem, I agree that changes would have been desirable,
but as it is, there is much to commend. For instance, varia-
ble payments are provided for, so that in “fat” years, years
of good crops, extra payment may be made to take care of
“lean” years, years of poor yields, which might follow. This
provision, if generally adopted in the matter of farm loans,
would prevent many foreclosures. Unlike the original bill,
this one merely makes provision for loans directly to farmers.
It does not put the Government deeper into the land-buying
business. There can be no “Tugwelltowns” or any such
set-ups.

Another thing that I like about this bill, and it was at
my suggestion that it was so drafted, is that there are no
authorizations for vast and ever-increasing sums which, like
Tennyson’s babbling brook, would go on forever. Continu-
ing appropriations, which begin at gimlet size and grow to
auger appropriations, are largely responsible for Government
waste and extravagance. If the experiment under the pres-
ent plan, which limits authorizations to 3 years, is suc-
cessful, a future Congress will, of course, make provision for
continuing the program. If the plan proves a failure, many
millions of dollars may be saved because no further con-
tinuing authorizations have been written in. This is good
business and common sense.

Getting back to the importance of selecting the right
farmer, and in the beginning there will be less than an aver-
age of one for each of the 3,000 counties in the United
States, my thought is that he should be given a deed to
the land as soon as he is able to make proper payment and

when he has demonstrated his ability to succeed. To my-

way of thinking, it is unfair to the purchaser to require him
to live for many years on the land before he can actually
own it and really call it his home. To postpone delivery of
the deed for 20 or 30 years would mean merely that the ten-
ant had exchanged landlords, substituting Uncle Sam for
the one who had previously owned the acres.

Just here, I digress in the brief time remaining to refer
to title 2 of the bill, dealing with rehabilitation loans, and
which provision is, in some respects, most important. Loans
under this section are to bear interest not in excess of 3
percent and may run for 5 years. The object is to provide
credit for farm owners and others, so that they may be able
to carry on and not lose their homes. I am especially pleased
with the debt-adjustment feature of this section, as carried
in section 22, where machinery is set up for voluntary ad-
justment of indebfedness between farm debtors and their
creditors. Title 3 deals entirely with the retirement of sub-
marginal lands. To carry out provisions as shown in sec-
tion 34, an appropriation of not to exceed $10,000,000 is
authorized for the first fiscal year and not to exceed $20,000,-
000 for each of the two fiscal years thereafter,
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America needs home owners, If this bill does not have
this as its objective, there is no reason why it should be
approved. Yesterday our beloved Speaker, in one of the
most impressive addresses ever heard in the House, quoted,
in matchless manner, lines from The Man with the Hoe,
by Edwin Markham. This hill, I hope, once it has been
approved by both Houses of Congress and signed by the
President, the greatest home saver in the history of Amer-
jca, will in time mean that the man with a “hoe” will
become the man with a “home.” [Applause.]

Mr. STARNES. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the
last word.

One of the most perplexing national problems which chal-
lenges our interest and our best thought in an effort to bring
about a proper solution is the farm-tenant situation. Too
often in the past has the mistaken idea been advanced that
farm tenancy is a local or regional problem. It is as national
in its scope as is our rural life. We cannot expect an econ-
omy of abundance in a land wherein approximately one-half
of our people devoted to the field of agriculture are fenants.

The land is our greatest natural resource. From its va-
rious elements we contrive shelter, food, and raiment. Prac-
tically every necessity and every luxury of life come from the
land or the proper utilization of the land. It follows, there-
fore, the system of landholding and land use is of vital
interest. Farm operators are designated as owners or land-
lords and tenants. For census purposes ownership is classed
as “full” or “part”, a full owner being one who owns all the
lands he operates, while a part owner owns a part and rents
a part. Other operators are classed as managers or tenants.
The 1935 farm census reveals the number of farm operators
was 6,812,350; of this number 3,210,224 were full owners,
688,867 part owners, 48,104 managers, and 2,865,155 were
tenants. The percentage of tenants was 42.1, which is a
slight decrease from the percentage in 1930. This marks the
first decline in the proportion of all farms operated by tenants.

In 1880, 25.6 percent of farm operators were tenants. This
percentage grew to 42.4 percent in 1930. While it is true the
highest percentage of farm tenancy is in the Cotton Belt and
the Corn Belf, yet the growth and spread of farm tenancy
has reached every farm section in America. The 1935 farm
census reveals the fact that farm tenancy actually decreased
in the 16 States known as the South from 55.5 percent in
1930 to 53.5 percent in 1935. Outside of the South, farm
tenancy increased in the other 32 States from 28.5 percent
in 1930 to 30.6 percent in 1935,

There are a number of reasons why farm tenancy has in-
creased during the past 50 years. These reasons are social
and economic and their effect is not only social and economic
but also political and spiritual.

The following are some of the causes of the growth of
farm tenancy: (1) The gregarious instinct of mankind; (2)
the better social and educational advantages offered by
urban life; (3) the loss of income and purchasing power of
the farmer; (4) the growth of industry; and (5) the ad-
vantage of varied employment in cities,

Man by nature and instinet is gregarious. He seldom
likes solitude. He wanis and seeks association with his
peers. This natural instinct has led to a movement from
the farm to the city. As landowners have moved from
their farms they have left their farms to tenants for culti-
vation. Thus we have a beginning and an example of ab-
sentee landlords. In modern days we also have another
form of absentee landowning in the large farms owned and
operated by corporations. Then, too, certain lending agen-
cies have acquired extensive landholdings by reason of mort-
gage foreclosures and possession of the mortgaged lands.

Educational opportunities in our urban centers were bet-
ter than those afforded by rural schools. Longer school
terms, modern and well-equipped buildings, a better trained
and paid teaching corps—all had their appeal for the train-
ing of childhood. The theater, the movie, the literary
guilds, parks, and recreational facilities offered entertain-
ment and an outlet for social activities which held an allur-
| ing promise of happiness to the adult and youth alike.
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The American farmer is not getting his share of the na-
tional income. There is a direct connection in the con-
tinued loss of the farmer’s income and the rise in farm
tenancy. In 1870, 53 percent of the gainfully employed in
the Nation were in the field of agriculture and received
26.5 percent of the national income. In 1880 the percent-
age of farm tenancy was 25.6. In 1932 the percentage of
farm income to the national income had fallen to an all-
time low of 7.2, while in 1930 the percentage of farm ten-
ancy had risen fo 42.4.

The loss of farm income has been tragic in its conse-
quences. The cash income of many tenant farmers is
below $100 per year. This economic fact explains why so
many farmers and farm tenants have deserted the field for
the factory. To these people wages of $7.50 to $12.50 per
week offered an irresistible appeal. This fact is illuminat-
ing in ascertaining why wages in the South are lower than
in other sections of the country.

The growth of industry in the United States since the
War between the States has been phenomenal. Naturally
there has been a continual increase in the proportion of
the income of industry as related to the national income.
Attractive wages, community life, social advantages and op-
portunity for advancement caused a migration from the
farm to the city in ever-increasing numbers until the recent
debacle in business and industry changed the trend of the
tide for the first time in more than 50 years.

The endless variety of our business and industrial life
offered an infinite variety of employment to our people.
Scns and daughters of the wealthier farmers after complet-
ing their educational training were immediately employed
by business and industrial concerns of the urban centers
and contributed their talents of energy and capacity for
service to business and industry. Thus farm life was im-
poverished of vision and leadership as well as of its best
labor.

After studying the causes of farm tenancy let us briefly
review some of the effects of the system.

ECONOMIC

Some of the economic evils attendant upon farm tenancy
are (1) loss of purchasing power by reason of reduction of
cash income; (2) the decrease in land values, with a conse-
quent loss to the individual farmers and loss of revenue to
local and State governments; (3) a loss or drainage of soil
{fertility caused by improper farm methods and devoting the
land to crops with immediate cash market values.

We have already discussed the loss of farm income as a
casuse of increase in farm tenancy. The loss of income
means a decrease of purchasing power. This decrease of
purchasing power of more than 31,000,000 people has a seri-
ous effect upon every walk of life and every phase of busi-
ness and industry. It means fewer and fewer luxuries and
a scantier supply of necessities for this vast portion of our
population. Bank deposits shrink, market values fall, and
fewer wheels of industry turn in direct response -to the
decrease of income and purchasing power of the farmer.

Farm lands and buildings in the United States decreased
in value between April 1930 and January 1, 1935, by approx-
imately one-third, or from $47,879,638,358 to $32,858,844,012,
Proportionately the decline in the average value of lands
and buildings per farm was from $8,200 to $5,217 for owners,
and from $6,148 to $3,823 for tenants. These facts prove
conclusively that operating farms by tenants decreases the
value of the land.

Even more startling in its full consequences is the loss of
revenue by ad-valorem taxation, with the increase of farm
tenancy and the decrease of value of buildings and land.
In a short period of 5 years we see a loss in taxable prop-
erty of approximately $15,000,000,000. We are unable to
comprehend what this means in terms of loss of revenue for
local and State support for schools, roads, and other neces-
sary governmental functions in our complex social system,

Small wonder, too, that public-health work has been
curtailed and that many States are finding it difficult to
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raise revenues o carry their share of the social-security
program.

The system of tenancy prevailing has drained our soil
of its fertility. It is significant that in the South and Mid-
west, where the percentage of tenancy is highest, most of
the land is devoted to crops of cotton, tobacco, corn, and
wheat. All these crops are annuals and have a cash mar-
ket value at all times. They are also soil-depleting crops.
Lands devoted to these crops continuously require fertili-
zation in order to supply necessary plant-food elements.
The tenant operates a farm under an annual renting system
and therefore is unable to build up the soil by a well-regu-
lated diversified farm program. His economic status will
not permit; then, too, he would not reap any benefit because
he does not fit in a long-range program-for soil building and
conservation. Work of this character indulged in by him
would inure to the benefit of the landowner or to some
tenant who would follow him.

The land is the capital of the owner. Constant deple-
tion of soil fertility by use of a one-crop system and soil
erosion means a constant depletion of the capital stock of
the owner, and when continued leads from independence
to a mortgage and from a mortgage to bankruptcy and the
loss of his land. The owner then must join the ever-
increasing tribe of the landless farmer—and economic
paralysis grows apace.

SOCIAL LIFE

The farm tenant being essentially nomadic is unable to
beautify and adorn his temporary home. It is not his.
He is unable to contribute in a material manner to the
support of schools and churches. He is, in fact, a man
without a home and under the influences of a grinding,
wasting system he becomes an economic fatalist. What
is of striking import to me is that he loses his individual-
ity. To me this means a loss of identity. Individuality dis-
tinguishes one from the mass. It carries the spark of virility
and courage which, set aflame by vision, develops leadership
and progress.

We have witnessed the designs of radical leaders in at-
tempting to inflame the tenants. Their economic condition
stifles social and mental development and makes fertile soil
for communism and socialism. They are too easily led by
shallow philosophies of government and religion.

A BOLUTION OF THE PROELEM

Many of our tenant farmers are excellent citizens who
desire to become home owners but do not have the financial
means to acquire and develop land. These men are of excel-
lent character. With proper assistance they could become
home owners and self-sustaining units in society. With their
status fixed we could then concentrate upon building the
sharecropper and poorer tenant up to the level where he
would be eligible for assistance. In this way we can restore
the land to the people and leaven the loaf of rural life.

I introduced the first farm tenant bill in the House in
March 1935. It was identical with and a companion bill with
the original Bankhead farm-tenant bill. This bill sought to
establish a fund to provide financial assistance for tenant
farmers of good character and who were good credit risks to
enable them to buy and operate a farm, thereby changing
their status from tenants to landholders. The bill now
introduced differs somewhat from the bill which I introduced
but in my judegment is an excellent bill and will carry out
the purposes sought to be attained by legislation of this type.

In the solution of this problem it is absolutely necessary
for some agency to finance the farmers—first, in the pur-~
chase of land; second, in building and operating expenses
until a return is made on the investment; and, third, ade-
quate time and low interest rates to refund the obligations.

We ask for the wholehearted cooperation of every
American citizen in bringing to this great group of deserv-
ing people an opportunity to improve their condition. In
s0 doing those of us who have pioneered and have carried it
forward feel that our efforts will not have been in vain if
we can see & bold and stalwart farming class erected as a
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barrier to the advancemenf of communism and atheism.
Communism cannot grow in a land of social security and
economic justice. A home, a well-filled granary, and a con-
tented people are a part and parcel of a democracy. This
great landholding group will become the core of a social
and economic order which will not be subject to rapid
changes which sweep old and established principles in the
discard. It will hold fast to the truth and provide the
anchor to which we must adhere in preserving the individu-
ality of the citizen, restoring family life, creating confidence
and new faith in a democracy and the opportunity for a
better future. _

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
two words.

Mr. Chairman, I have a high regard for my distinguished
colleague, and I want to pay him a tribute by saying he is
helpful in connection with many matters in the committee.
He is always an earnest and hard worker. But if the Mem-
bers of the House will stop and think for a moment, they will
realize how impractical it is at this time to talk about making
an appropriation of $500,000,000 for the current fiscal year
for this particular purpose.

I am going to urge that the House vote down the amend-
ment for that reason. May I say further there have been
one or two requests for extension of time to speak. There
are a great many amendments to be offered, some by mem-
bers of the committee and some by those who are not mem-~
bers of the committee, and I would like to have each Member
given the opportunity to explain his particular amendment.
I hope the Members will not ask for an extension of the
speaking periods for that reason. Extensive speaking now
will necessitate later in the afternoon cutting down time, and
the opportunity will not then be given for legitimate amend-
ments to be offered in regular order. This is a measure of
great importance in which many Members are interested; in
fact, I suspect practically all Members are interested in it.
I ask for a vote on the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. WITHROW. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the
last three words.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
all debate on this particular amendment conclude in 5
minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. 1Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. WITHROW. Mr. Chairman, I offer this pro-forma
amendment for the purpose of calling to the attention of
the House the fact that whenever it is proposed that we
do in a constructive and an adequate way something which
will really help the farmer, the leaders of the House, those
in control of the machinery of the House, immediately
become inoculated with economy poisoning.

In this amendment we are asking that $500,000,000 of
Government credit be extended to deserving debtor farm-
ers, who every one of us admits are in need and oughi
to be helped. There are any number of precedents which
have been established by the Congress since we have been
in this emergency that justify the adoption of the amend-
ment now under consideration which would afford some
measure of constructive relief. Take the R. F. C., for ex-
ample, which was an experiment in every sense of the word.
In 1831 we never batted an eye before making $2,000,000,000
of credit available to industry. What happened? The
credit was extended to the small banks and the large in-
dustries of this country, with the result that when there
was a loss it was because the large industries fell down.
General Dawes and his bank in Chicago pilfered the Treas-
ury to the extent of more than $50,000,000. However, in
spite of the racketeering on the part of Mr. Dawes and his
bank and other exploiting of the R. F. C., they have shown
a profit, because every cent of the money lent to the small
banks and small industrialists has been repaid. As a mat-
ter of fact, when an extension of the R. F. C. was asked af
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this session of Congress, it was shown the R. F. C. had
made a profit of $141,000,000.

We are merely asking that you extend credit to people
who need it, who will pay the money back, and who are not
racketeers. Not one argument has been made against this
amendment. One gentleman had his time extended, but
he avoided presenting an argument against the amendment.
He argued around the amendment and lauded the bill. The
chairman of the committee did not argue against the amend-
ment. He cannot attack the amendment in any way, shape,
or form. The gentleman says it is not possible to accept
the amendment at this time, but he does not give any sub-
stantial reason.

Some of my people are tenant farmers and need help. I
think they should get help. Here we have a bill which is so
inadequate it is a joke, and every one of you know it is en=-
tirely inadequate. You talk about helping one farmer in
each county. You cannot buy a farm in any one of my
counties for $3,500 unless it is a sand patch. You know you
are not helping the people when you pass this type of legis-
lation. We are asking you to give us something adequate.
Why do you not do it? You do not do it because you say it
cannot be done now. Just exactly why can it not be done
now? I should like to have someone tell us, [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. BorLeau].

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. BoiLeau) there were—ayes 17, noes 50.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, I move fo strike out the
last word.

Mr. Chairman, it has been customary during the last few
years for the House to give consideration, at least once in
each session, to some legislation presumed to be of assistance
to agriculture. The net result, however, is usually a testi-
monial meeting. On these occasions, it seems to be the
proper thing for each Member representing an agricultural
district to arise in his place, declare allegiance to, promise
assistance to, and express sympathy for that forgotien one-
third of our population commonly designated as the farmer.
I ofttimes wonder if the good farmer and his wife do not
become disgusted with these promises and excuses.

This bill is to be known as the Farm Security Act of 1937.
The title is promising enough, but the bill itself in no way
lives up to its name. Let us just take the bill apart in a
general way and see what it is all about. : The proposed law
is divided into three titles or parts.

TITLE I—FAREM TENANCY

Title I is presumed to be a provision for financing tenants
in the purchase of farm homes. -

Title II is presumed fto provide rehabilitation loans fo
temporary aid to tenants and distressed landowners.

Title III is presumed to provide for the purchase of sub-
marginal or other lands not suifed to cultivation, and the
utilizing of such land for various purposes.

The farm-tenancy provision of the bill is the one most
talked about in the debate and the one intended to appeal
most to the farmer. In short, the Secretary of Agriculture
is authorized to make loans in the United States and in the
Territories of Alaska and Hawaii to persons eligible under
the act to enable them to acquire farms. Only farm tenants,
farm laborers, sharecroppers, and other individuals who ob-
tain or who recently obtained the major portion of their
income from farming operations are eligible. Subject to
certain limitations, the Secretary of Agriculture is the judge
of the eligibility.

The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to appoint in
each county in which activities are carried on a county com-
mittee composed of three farmers residing in the county.
Each committeeman shall be allowed $3 per day while en-
gaged in the performance of his duties, not to exceed 5 days
a month. In addition, he shall be allowed *“such amounts
as the Secretary of Agriculture may prescribe for necessary
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traveling and subsistence expenses.” The Secretary shall
also prescribe rules governing the procedure of the commit-
tee, furnish forms and equipment necessary for the perform-
ance of their duties, and provide for the compensation of
“such clerical assistance as he deems may be required by the
committee,”

Now, any farm tenant desiring to get help under this act
must make application to this county committee. The com-
mittee will examine and appraise the farm the tenant de-
sires to purchase, and, if in the judgment of the committee,
the tenant meets the requirements of the act, it shall so
certify to the Secretary, including the recommendation of
the committee as to the amount to be loaned to purchase
the farm, and no loan shall be made by the Secretary unless
approved by this committee.

Loans made under this act shall be in such amount “as may
be necessary to enable the borrower to acquire the farm”—
that means 100 percent of the purchase price—and shall be
secured by first mortgage given by the purchaser to the Sec-
retary of Agriculture.

The mortgage shall provide for the repayment of the loan
in full within 30 years, with interest at the rate of 3 percent
per annum, and the payments shall be made “in installments
in accordance with amortization schedules prescribed by the
Secretary.” The purchaser must, in addition to interest and
payment on principal, pay all taxes when due, maintain
proper insurance on the buildings at all times, and also keep
the buildings and fences in good repair.

In making loans under this title, the—

Amount which is devoted to such purpose during any fiscal
year shall be distributed equitably among the several States and
Territories on the basis of farm population and the prevalence
of tenancy, as determined by the Secretary.

To carry out the provisions of this title, the bill authorizes
the appropriation of $10,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1938; $25,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June
80, 1939; and $50,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1940,

The first important observation I desire to make with
reference fo this so-called farm-tenancy title is that the
Secretary of Agriculture in the final analysis makes all de-
terminations. Of course, the Secretary himself cannot do
all these things. Therefore some bureaucrat in the Depart-
ment of Agriculture will in reality be the boss.

The 1935 census of agriculture shows that there are ap-
proximately 2,865,000 tenant farmers in the United States.
These are farmers who rent all of the land they operate.
They represent more than 42 percent of all the farms in the
country, and it is interesting to note in which section of
the country farm tenancy is most prevalent. In Mississippi
69.8 percent of the farmers are tenants, in Georgia 65.6 per=
cent are tenants, in Louisiana 63.7 percent are tenants, in
South Carolina 62.2 percent are tenants, in Oklahoma 61.2
percent are tenants, and in Arkansas 60 percent are tenants,
In Maine 6.9 percent are tenants. In Michigan there are
196,517 farmers, the total number of tenants being 37,334,
making 19 percent of the farmers tenants.

I again call attention to the wording of the bill requiring
the Secretary of Agriculture to “distribute equitably among
the States on the basis of farm population and the prevalence
of tenancy.” I do not want to view this matter in a sec-
tional sense at all; but if the Secretary of Agriculture fol-
lows the mandate of the law, what relief will a State like
Michigan, having 19 percent of farm tenancy, get when
compared with the southern bloc of States, ranging in per-
centage up as high as 69.8 percent?

There are 3,200 counties in the United States, and if the
Secretary were to disregard the law and furnish the assist-
ance on the basis of counties alone he could loan money
to one tenant farmer in each county to buy a $3,000 farm
during the first year of operation under this proposed law,
because only $10,000,000 is made available for overhead, loans
and all. The next year there will be $25,000,000 to spend.
That would mean two and one-half farms to each county.
The third year there is $50,000,000 to spend, and that would
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mean five farms to a county, at a valuation of $3,000 each.
Yet they call this a general farm relief bill.

The Second Congressional District of Michigan, which I
have the honor to represent, is composed of four agricultural
counties, and according to the 1935 census the number of
farms, the number of farm tenants, and the percentage of
tenancy in each county are as follows:

Number Number | Percent
County of ten- | of ten-
of farms anta ancy
Jackson 8,579 718 20.1
Lenawee 4, 661 1,322 2.4
‘Washtenaw 8, 506 752 21.4
Monroe 4,315 1,043 242

The term “farm tenants” used in the national sense is
mest comprehensive. It is just as varied as is the term
“farm.” In California, when we talk about farmers, we
possibly mean a grower of nuts or fruit, cultivating 10 acres.
In Kansas we possible have in mind a wheat farmer, growing
1,000 or more acres of wheat. In Iowa it may be a corn
farmer, with 200 or 300 acres of corn, while in one of the
cetton States we may have in mind several hundred acres
cperated by sharecroppers, so-called. In my own section of
Michigan we have in mind the operators of from 40 to 160
acres of diversified farming.

Those advocating this bill concede that the figures above
given, as to the possible number of farm tenants to be helped
during the first 3 years of the law, are as indicated. They
cannot tell me, neither can they tell the intelligent farmers
of my locality, that any genuine help is to be given where,
at the most, one farmer in any one county in my district can
borrow enough money to buy a $3,000 farm. In the first
place, the farms that the right type of tenant would want
to purchase will cost more than $3,000. All this is not
denied, but it is insisted that the farmers have been promised
something; therefore, a step in this direction should be taken,
Some have even suggested that this is a laboratory experi-
ment, and is for the purpose of testing the soundness of the
plan. Well, I believe in laboratories and in experiments,
but the farmer has been made the guinea pig so long that he
will recognize an unsound experiment before the operation
begins. We are told that this is beginning in a small way,
but that at the expiration of the 3-year period we can then
take care of all of the tenant farmers in the country. It will
take $14,000,000,000, if this plan is followed, to buy a farm
for all the tenant farmers in the country. This is unsound,
it is impossible, and out of the gquestion, if the Government
is to issue its bonds to raise the money to take over the farm
indebtedness of the Nation. The Frazier-Lemke bill was at
least honest on its face. It contemplated the eventual print-
ing of new money to purchase farms for farm tenants; but
Mr. LEMKE, the author, recognized that it would not be sound
to loan 100 percent on the value of the farm, and when his
bill was before the Congress he offered an amendment mak-
ing the amount 80 percent of the purchase price of the farm.

This bill contemplates loaning the farmer 100 percent. In
other words, the purchaser will have no equity whatever in
the farm., The Government will buy it, purchase the stock,
the machinery, set the tenant up in business, and then tell
him that he has a home, to go forward, and that the only
person to whom he has to answer is the Secretary of Agricul-
ture, but he must make sufficient profit off the farm each
year to meet all the payments required in his mortgage. If
the Government is to provide all of the tenant farmers and
farm laborers with farms and homes, then it naturally fol-
lows that the same Government will be asked and required
to do likewise for the city tenant, and, if carried to a logical
conclusion, to the city laborer and all others who do not have
homes as well. This philosophy might be applicable in Rus-
sia but it is not in keeping with American principles. The
sad part of it is, however, that this legislation is not only
a gesture but it is a cruel hoax on the tenant farmer who
reads the newspaper headlines telling him that the Congress
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is providing him with a farm and a home. I am not familiar
with the sharecropper and the tenant in some sections of the
country, but in my own territory we have no higher class
farmers than a large percentage of our farm tenants, and
they cannot be fooled. '

There can be no security in farm ownership unless farm-
ing on the family-sized farm is profitable. Behind the ten-
ant question is the problem of price and income. The real
essential to successful agriculture is to maintain a fair and
stable price for the products of the farm. Without that
price no farmer can long succeed. That price must be the
actual cost of production plus a reasonable profit, and worth-
while farm legislation must recognize that truth. There is
no disputing the fact that as a general proposition the
farmer has been operating at a loss during the last few years.
Eliminate the subsidies paid by the Government and he is
operating at a loss today. Are these subsidies to continue
permanently, and if so, in what form? This question must
be answered and a definite policy for agriculture must be
established before we attempt anything like title I of this bill.

Who is there among you who would advise his son to go
in debt 100 percent in any line of industry and be required
to make a living for his family, pay taxes, insurance, and
annual payments on the principal indebtedness, when he
knew that the industry in which he was placing him was
running at a loss and that his son could not possibly suc-
ceed unless something was done to make the industry pros-
perous? No; you would not do this because you think too
much of that son. If this reasoning is right, then we would
do an unkindness to the tenant farmers of this country even
if we provided all of them with sufficient loans to permit
them to engage in a losing industry. We must strike at the
fundamentals. The cause of the disease must be discovered
and the remedy applied. When we have succeeded in that
particular, then we can conscientiously endeavor to make
profitable owners out of worthy tenants.

Practically every speech made in this debate has extolled
the virtues of home ownership and deplored the fact that
there are so many farm tenants in cur land. It is true that
there has been a great increase in farm tenancy over a
period of many years down to 1933. There has been no in-
crease since that date. During this period many farms have
been refinanced and payments through the A. A, A. and
other temporary agencies have checked the increase. Many
tenant farmers who understand the agricultural situation
realize that it is impossible to buy a farm and pay for it
without more stabilization in the industry. Again I say that
stabilization is the objective which we must seek rather than
a make-believe like this proposition. This bill is not en-
dorsed by any of the large farm organizations.

Mr. LUCKEY of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. MICHENER. Not just now. I am sorry.

Mr. BULWINELE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr., MICHENER. The gentleman from Nebraska has
asked me to yield, but I do not want to yield for an observa-
tion.

Mr. BULWINKLE, This is just a question.

Mr. LUCKEY of Nebraska. I have a short question.

Mr. MICHENER. In courtesy I must yield first to the
gentleman from Nebraska.

Mr. LUCKEY of Nebraska. May I ask the gentleman if
hie has the same feeling against a subsidy to the farmer as
he has against newspapers using the second-class mail who
are receiving $75,000,000, against the ship subsidy, and
against the air-mail subsidy?

Mr. MICHENER. The genileman’s question is entirely
irrelevant. We are discussing agriculture and farm relief
and not the Post Office Department and ship subsidies and
air mail. A discussion of the United States mails at this
time is, however, very pertinent. I should like to have time
to call the gentleman’s attention to the fact that the C. I. O.
has interfered with delivery of the United States mail, and
it would seem that the administration might take some action
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to compel the Post Office Department to perform the func-
tions for which it was established.

Mr. LUCKEY of Nebraska. How about the subsidy?

Mr. BULWINKLE. If the gentleman will yield for a short
question, would the gentleman mind telling the Committee
what plan he would pursue?

Mr., MICHENER. I say frankly that, like the gentleman
from North Carolina and all other students of the agricul-
tural problem, I have found it impossible to determine upon
a positive, specific plan. I do not know just what should
be done, and no one else does. I would only do real things
and not make-believe things, if I wanted to help the farmer,

Mr. BULWINKLE. I thought the gentleman had given
some consideration to this subject. What plan would the
gentleman bring in?

Mr. MICHENER. Well, the first thing I would do if I had
my way would be to give the farmer the American market.
I would cut out those parts of the Canadian and other re-
ciprocal trade agreements which militate against the Ameri-
can farmer. I would pass a law making it possible for this
country to grow its own sugar, and protect all agriculture
against imports from Canada and other countries where the
cost of production is much less. I would at least attempt to
do something to put the entire industry on a paying basis.
I would do nothing that would put the farmer further in the
red. I would stop this unnecessary spending on the part of
the Government and reduce the farmers’ taxes. I would
make it possible for him to get his money at the lowest pos-
sible rate of interest consistent with sound business. The
more consideration I give, the more I am convinced that
eventually some plan will be worked out along the line of the
equalization fee or the export debenture. Honest benefits
paid for honest service to the farmer cannot be criticized.
The philosophy of scarcity and the doctrine that we should
pay the farmer to prevent Nature from producing is all wrong,
and I am opposed to it. Consequently I do not want to give
any more discretion to the present Secretary of Agriculture
than necessary, because we all understand that the Secretary
is an exponent of this philosophy of producing less and
hayving more,

TITLE II—REHABILITATION LOANS

In short, this title authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture
to make loans up to 100 percent of their cash value for the
purchase of livestock, farm equipment, family subsistence,
and so forth, to those qualified under title I to purchase
farms. The interest is 3 percent, payable in 5 years, and
is secured by chattel mortgage covering the things pur-
chased.

It is unsound and unreasonable for the United States
Government to loan these groups vast sums of money on
livestock and crops when the borrower has no equity what-
ever in the property. The Government already has loan
agencies to care for this group of farmers who must have
assistance. I want fo call atiention, however, to the pro-
vision of subsection (b) of this title, which authorizes the
President to allot out of appropriations made for relief such
sums as he may determine to be necessary to carry out the
provisions of the title and “fo enable the Secretary to carry
out such other forms of rehabilitation of individuals eligi-
ble under this title to receive loans as may be authorized
by law and designated in the Executive order directing the
allotment.” I am opposed to giving the Executive any addi-
tional power, If the Congress appropriates for relief, that
money should be used for relief, and the President should
not have the money fo spend in such places and at such
times as he may think advisable to serve his purposes, be
they political or otherwise.

TITLE III—RETIREMENT OF SUBMARGINAL LANDS

In this title the Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to
develop a program of land conservation and land utilization,
including the retirement of lands which are submarginal or
not suitable for cultivation. This purpose is laudable, and
I have much sympathy with any law making it possible to
retire some of this land on which farmers never can even
make g living: We are doing the farmer a better service hy
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getting him off of this land than loaning him money to live
on it or to buy more of it.

The powers granted to the Secretary go too far, however.
In reality the Secretary is authorized to do about anything
he sees fit to reach the objectives. For instance, he is au-
thorized “to sell, exchange, lease, or otherwise dispose of,
with or without consideration, any property so acquired under
such terms and conditions as he deems will best accomplish
the purposes of the title.” These are broad powers, and I
do not like to give them to any department without more
specific limitations. The Secretary is even given authority
to “disseminate information concerning these activities.”
Now we have had considerable experience during the last
4 years with these information bureaus; and, believe me,
they can spend the people's money and propagandize the
country in behalf of any projects undertaken by the
Secretary.

I am bitterly opposed to granting a bureaucrat the right
to make rules and regulations having the force and effect
of laws, where a serious penalty is attached, when there is
no notice given to the public other than the Executive order
setting up the rule. In this title the Secretary of Agriculture
can make such rules and regulations and “any violation of
such rules and regulations shall be punished by & fine of
not more than $500 or 1 year in the penitentiary, or both.”
We had enough of these rules and regulations under the
recent N. R. A. and Potato Confrol Act, both of which were
held unconstitutional by the Supreme Court. I do not want
to pass any law making it possible for any Secretary of Agri-
culture to write some rule or regulation in Washington for
the violation of which one of my farmer constituents might
be sent to the penitentiary, unless that rule is embodied in
a law found in our statute books.

TITLE IV

This title provides the machinery for carrying out titles I,
I, and III. In the first place, it sets up another bureau
within the Department of Agriculture, to be known as the
Farm Security Administration. Here, again, the Secretary is
given authority to employ such persons and appoint such
agents as are necessary, in his judgment, to carry out the
terms of the law. As is usual with these new agencies, the
Secretary may make political appointments, and “without
regard to the civil-service laws and regulations.” He is alsa
given the right to fix the compensation of these officers and
employees. I believe thoroughly in the civil service, and if we
are going to set up agencies of this kind, let us remove them
as far as possible from all political patronage.

I think this title gives authority to the Secretary to do
anything he may desire and create almost unlimited expense
in connection with his duties. A new provision, however, is
listed among many other things he may do, and that is he
may “purchase, operate, and maintain at the seat of govern-
ment and elsewhere motor-propelled passenger-carrying and
other vehicles” for the use of the swarm of investigators and
agents that will be put to work if this law becomes effective,
For my part, I have felt that these agents could get about
the country from place to place often enough by using the
railroads and other methods of transportation, but here the
taxpayers’ money may be used to purchase flying machines
in addition to motorcars, and all this in the interest of the
farmer.

The Resettlement Administration expires on June 30, 1937,
and the understanding is that many of the Resettlement offi-
cials will be given new jobs under this act. Now, from a
business standpoint, many Resettlement projects have been
a stench in the nostrils of the sound-thinking public. Wit-
ness the project at Beltsville as an example, where homes
costing from ten to sixteen thousand dollars have been
erected to rent to laborers and persons with low incomes, and
all this out of the taxpayers’ money. The Alaskan colony
is another example of Tugwellian dreams. It is true that
Professor Tugwell, the head of Resetilement, is no longer
connected with the Government, but his trainees, those who
operated with him and who are still carrying on his policies,
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are the people, we are told, who will be largely charged with
the administration of this new set-up.

‘While I believe thoroughly in legislation making it possible
to return submarginal land to the Government rather than
continue contributing annually to the support of the people
who are trying to eke out an existence on that land, at the
same time I want to eliminate a lot of the half-baked the-
ories of this new school of social uplifters which has cost
our people so much money during the last few years.

CONCLUSION

We are told by members of the Agriculture Committee that
the committee devoted 11 weeks to consideration of farm
tenancy. The House will pass this bill and with very few of
its Members knowing anything about the details of the pro-
posal. The bill will then go to the Senate. 'The Senate will
pass the Bankhead farm tenancy bill, and we will find the
real legislation written in the conference committee. The
Bankhead bill provides that the Government go into the
land-purchasing business. The Government would buy
tracts of land in tenant sections and resell farms to selected
tenants. This bill would be a great help to those who find
themselves in possession of large holdings of land of little
value. I cannot see where it would be any help to the small
farmer in my section of the country. This plan contem-
plates the supervision of tenants by a bureau in Washington.
We have too much Washington regulation already, and any
plan that makes the independent owners of small farms sub-
Jject to the dictates of some theorist in Washington is just
simply un-American. While we have had considerable ex-
perience along this line during the last 4 years, yet we are
not converted. If the Bankhead bill is accepted by the
House and becomes a law, there is no question in my mind
but that the Federal Government will eventually own large
sections of this tenant farm land. It will be impossible for
the tenant to ever comply with the terms of the regulations,
and he will in reality become a peasant as the term is
accepled in foreign countries.

If 42 percent of the farmers of the country are tenants,
and if this 42 percent is brought under the domination and
control of a Washington bureau, then truly regimentation of
agriculture has gone a long way. My farmers are opposed
to regimentation. They want to own their own farms,
They want to regulate their own families. They want to work
out their own problems, and all they ask is a fair show and a
square deal in comparison with all other industries.

This discussion is necessarily somewhat technical because
I have attempted to explain just what the bill embraces. It
is somewhat lengthy because I could not say to you these
things in less time. For the reasons herein stated, I am un-
willing to be a party to the enactment of this law. The
$10,000,000 provided for the first year must be borrowed,
and a large part of it will be wasted in overhead. As I said
in the beginning, the farm question is not going to be
solved until the farmer is assured of a parity price with other
industries,

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. PETERSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op-
position to the pro-forma amendment.

Mr, Chairman, I have listened during the last 2 days with
a great deal of interest to the lamentations of the great on
both sides of the aisle as they bemoaned the hopeless plight
of the American farmer; and as their wails of woe have gons
from this Hall I have been constrained to think of the con-
duct of the scribes and Pharisees.

It is stariling to me to find that men who are supposed to
have dedicated long years of their lives to the problem of
the American farmer and who have witnessed during the last
20 years the continuing depressed condition of the American
farmer are now bringing before the American people a piece
of legislation which, at its most, can be considered nothing
but a hypocritical pretense. [Applause.]

I have studied this measure to the best of my ability, and
I refer in particular to title I. I do not find therein one
single idea or thought or word which in any manner advo-
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cates or presents a policy which will lead the American
farmers out of their present hopeless plight and place them
again in a position of economic independence.

The gentleman from North Carolina [Mr, BurwinkLe] has
just asked a very pertinent question, “What will you offer?”
I will say to the gentleman from North Carolina and to this
House that there is now pending before this body a meas-
ure which incorporates the very fundamental principles of
Jeffersonian democracy and which offers a means and a
pathway by which the 6,000,000 farm families of America and
the 30,000,000 farm population will be granted an opportunity
to get out of this wilderness of economic despair and be
placed in a condition of economic independence.

Why, Mr. Chairman, the pending bill is a farce, and you
know it is a farce. It offers no remedy for the diseased
condition of agriculture. Why, the only thing it does for the
few farmers who will receive the so-called benefits is to
place them 100 percent in debt, and the very next day they
are eligible to go into the bankruptcy courts of America.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PETERSON of Georgia. I yield.

Mr. LUCAS. Will the gentleman explain to the House the
major features of his bill?

Mr. PETERSON of Georgia. I may state to the gentleman
I am sorry he has not been on the floor when I have explained
it on at least two occasions, and in the 5 minutes now allotted
to me I will not have an opportunity to explain it, but a com-
plete explanation of the measure is available, and I hope
before the day is over, if I can obtain recognition and get
enough time, to give the membership the essence of the meas-
ure which is now before them; and if the gentleman has an
open mind and is really interested in the welfare of the Amer-
ican farmer, I should like for him to listen to what I have to
say on this measure during the remainder of the day.
[Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

The pro-forma amendment was withdrawn.

The Clerk read as follows:

TrTeE I
POWER OF SECRETARY

Secrion 1. (a) The Secretary of Agriculture (hereinafter referred
to as the “Secretary”) is authorized to make loans in the United
Btates and in the Territories of Alaska and Hawall to persons eligible
to receive the benefits of this title to enable such persons to acquire
farms,

(b) Only farm tenants, farm laborers, sharecroppers, and other
individuals who obtain, or who recently obtained, the major portion
of their income from farming operations shall be eligible to receive
the benefits of this title. In making available the benefits of this
title the Secretary shall give preference to persons who are married,
or who have dependent families, or, wherever practicable, to persons
who are able to make an initial down payment, or who are owners
of livestock and farm implements necessary successfully to carry on
farming operations. No person shall be eligible who is not a citizen
of the United States.

(c) No loan shall be made for the acquisition of any farm unless
it is of such size as the Secretary determines to be sufficient to con-
stitute an efficient farm-management unit and to enable a diligent
farm family to carry on successful farming of a type which the Sec-
retary deems can be successfully carried on in the locality in which
the farm is situated.

Mr. MAHON of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amend-
ment which is at the Clerk’s desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MaxoN of Texas: On page 1, line 6,
sirike out “Power of Secretary” and insert in lieu thereof the follow-
ing: “Power of Farm Credit Administration.”

On page 1, lines 7 and 8, strike out the following: “The Secretary
of Agriculture (hereinafter referred to as the ‘Secretary')” and
insert in lieu thereof the following: “The Farm Credit Admin-
istration.”

Mr. MAHON of Texas. Mr. Chairman, the amendment
which I offer is an amendment which simply turns over the
administration of this act to the Farm Credif Administra-
tion. The present bill places the administration of the act
in the hands of the Secretary of Agriculture, but the Sec-
retary of Agriculture and the bureaus operating under him
are not skilled in the business of lending money to farmers
on farm land, and my amendment provides that we shall
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turn over this credit measure—and this is a credit bill—to
the Farm Credit Administration. Indeed, it was said yes-
terday on the floor that Governor Myers, Administrator of
the Farm Credit Administration, is the ablest administrator
in any department of the Government; and I say to you
frankly that this is the hardest credit problem before the
Congress and before the American people, and it requires
the ablest and most experienced hands available. We ought
to lay down proper rules and regulations and turn over the
administration of this act to the Farm Credit Admin-
istration.

That agency has already lent during the past 4 years to
3,000,000 American farmers more than $4,000,000,000. It
has already lent on farm land about $3,000,000,000, and
about $2,800,000,000 is now outstanding, and of the Federal
land-bank loans about 87 percent are in good standing at
this time.

Here we have an experienced agency. It is well oiled. It
is operating in all of the 3,059 agricultural counties in this
country. And in view of the difficulty of this credit problem
I think we had better turn it over to this agency, because if
we make a big blunder in the administration of this act and
bring down the confempt of the American people upon this
experiment, a great stumbling block may be placed in the way
of a proper program for the tenant farmers of the country
in the years to come. Therefore I hope that the members of
the Committee will agree with me in turning over the money
authorized to be appropriated in this bill to an organization
that is already set up; to an organization that can begin
work immediately after the passage of the bill, to the end
that those loans which may be made can be made promptly
and on a sound basis.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Has the gentleman given any thought
to the practical problem the Farm Credit Administration will
be up against, lending money to farmer A at 3 percent under
the gentleman'’s proposal, as set forth in this bill and lending
money to farmer B at 3% or 4 percent?

Mr. MAHON of Texas. I certainly have. The Farm Credit
Administration is doing that today. The Land Bank Com-
missioner loans draw 5 percent and the land-bank loans 4
percent. Of course, we have had an emergency rate of 3%
percent for some time. I propose that no one should be
eligible for one of these tenancy loans unless he is unable to
secure a loan under the Federal land bank and the Land
Bank Commissioner. As I said yesterday, a national farm-
loan association of five directors and a secretary-treasurer
is now operating in every agricultural county of the country.
They know how fo cooperate in a program such as we propose
in this bill. I hope this amendment will be adopted.

The appropriation provided for in this bill is so small no
very material accomplishment can be expected from the
passage of this measure. Under amendments which I have
proposed, if we handle this program through the Farm Credit
Administration, we will be able to secure much more readily
adequate money to finance it. Under the bill as drawn a
direct appropriation from the Treasury is required.

Mr. Chairman, I should like to present some general facts
and ideas on the subject of farm tenancy. We cannot appro-
priately forget the facts of the problem until we have achieved
a solution.

We had no serious problem of farm tenancy until about 50
vears ago. Beginning with 13 colonies, this Nation has ex-
panded at intervals until now it embraces a vast empire with
1,903,337,600 acres. Formerly the farmer could secure land
under the homestead laws of the United States for nothing.
A farmer who became heavily indebted on one farm could
surrender it to his creditors and go into new and fertile ter-
ritory and homestead another farm. There was not very
much in those days to provoke farm tenancy. Even when free
land became scarce it was still possible for a farmer to buy
much of the most fertile farm land in America for only a few
cents or a few dollars an acre. The time of free land and good
land that can be bought cheaply has passed and we have come
into the evil days of pronounced and pernicious farm tenancy.
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The record reads about Iike this: In 1880 only 25 percent of
farmers were tenants; in 1900 the percentage had increased to
385 percent, and by 1935 the percentage had increased fo 42
percent. Farm tenancy is greatest in the South and West and
least in New England. In Massachusetts and Maine only
about 6 percent of the farmers are tenants, while in Missis-
sippi more than 70 percent of the farmers are tenants. These
are the two extremes, but all the Southern and Western States
present a bad situation in regard to this question. Mr. H. A.
Turner, of the Bureau of Agricultural Economics, states that,
in 1930, 73 percent of all cotton farmers were tenant farmers.

My distinguished colleague [Mr. Sourr] sometime ago
pointed out the figures which are applicable to my own
State of Texas. In 1880 only 30 percent of our farmers
were tenants. By 1900 the number had increased to 49
percent, and in 1935, 57 percent of the farmers in Texas
were tenants., In 1935, 286,000 farm families in Texas,
representing about 1,400,000 people, were tenants.

The casual student of farm tenancy might say that since
42 percent of the farmers of America are tenants, it neces-
sarily follows that 58 percent of all farmers are land owners.
Unfortunately this is far from the truth. About 58 percent
of the farmers do have legal title to their land, but only
slightly more than one-half of these own their lands, free
of mortgage. That reduces the percenfage of actual farm
owners in the United States to less than 30 percent. In
other words, not one farmer out of three in the United
States actually owns his farm. These figures represent the
average and take into consideration the almost total lack of
farm tenancy in some States. The figures indicate that in
the South considerably less than one farmer out of every
four actually owns his farm free of debt.

In 1930 the average farm mortgage was approximately
$3,500. It is a well-known fact that many farmers who are
so-called farm owners are worse off than tenants because
they owe more on their land than the land is worth.

The real cause for so much farm tenancy is low and
inadequate farm income. Our farm-tenancy problem will
largely vanish when we have established a system which
will give the farmer an adequate price for his labor and
products.

Washington is a city of many monuments. It is being
proposed that there be erected here a $3,000,000 monument
to the memory of Thomas Jefferson. If we build any more
after that, I think we ought to build one to the memory of
the farm family who has traveled the rocky and perilous
road from farm tenancy to farm ownership during the ad-
verse conditions which have prevailed during the last 25
years. I am not talking about farmers who have inherited
farm lands or who have bought and paid for farms out of an
independent income.

I am talking about real dirt farmers who have gone on the
land and paid for it out of the sweat of their brow. Such a
monument would symbolize more acts of heroism, self-sacri-
fice, and unheralded courage on the part of thousands of
fathers and mothers and their children than could be re-
corded in the Appendix of the CoNcrEssioNaL REcorp during
the next several sessions. Such a monument would sym-
bolize the fact that in order to become farm owners and cease
to be tenants thousands of farm families had followed a
course of self-sacrifice which would read about like this:

No bathtub, no kitchen sink, no water even piped to the
house, no rugs on the floor, no daily newspapers; younger
children rarely having anything new, but being required to
wear clothing which the older children had outgrown; a lot
of heartaches because the children cannot dress as well as
neighbors and wear prettier graduation dresses when the
school closed in the month of May; a little cobbler's shop
where the family could sole its shoes; on rainy days, no vaca-
tion, the time being devoted to working over the chicken
house or doing a little wood hauling, fence building, or ditch
digging; no radio; no automobile at all, or no new one—work
all week from sun to sun, and often continuation of work on
Saturday afternoon while the neighbor’s children had gone
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to town or to the ball game—a very modest diet, sometimes
not balanced and usually devoid of store-bought fruit; no
haircuts at the barber shop, the father or mother or one of
the sons doing the family haircutting; no doctor nor dentist
in many cases when the services of doctors and dentists were
absolutely necessary for the health of the family.

Such is a brief description of a few of the minor hardships
on the road that many have followed and must follow if farm
ownership is to be achieved under present conditions. The
great Champ Clark, former Speaker of the House, once said
that his life could be condensed into these words: “Fifty-odd
years of unremitting toil.” Unremitting toil and much good
luck is the price of farm ownership under the present sys-
tem. It is not a matier of unremitting toil and self-sacrifice
for a year only; it is often prolonged for a score of years or
more before the goal is attained. No one knows very much
about farm tenancy who does not know by experience some-
thing about “the short and simple annals of the poor.”
Farm ownership has been in the grasp of many farm families
only to be snatched away by serious illness, death, accident,
drought, flood, storm, or any one of a score of other factors
beyond the control of the farmer. Those who have no
patience with the problems of the farmer and the farm ten-
ant and denounce him for his position of economic insecurity
are unfaithful fo the Nation’s welfare and grossly ignorant
of conditions prevailing among 30,000,000 American farm
people. But, referring to the monument to the memory of
the unknown farmer, I am not in favor of appropriating the
money for it until we have supplanted farm tenancy with
wholesome farm ownership.

I think it is well to point out in discussing this subject
that the solution of the problem of farm tenancy will be a
step forward in the reduction of relief expenditures.

‘We have spent billions of dollars for relief in recent years,
and there is a very definite relationship between relief and
the collapse of agriculture, especially in the South and West,
To do nothing about farm tenancy and to continue to appro-
priate billions of dollars for relief is to be inconsistent and
uneconomic.

If much of that relief money had been spent in the South
and West on a wise farm-ownership program, it would have
accomplished greater good, and permanent good, in putting
many farm families in a position to support themselves, who
are now on relief. Much relief is of temporary value, but
money wisely spent in the interest of farm ownership will
bear good fruit for generations.

If more of the boys and girls of the future are born on
farms owned by their fathers and mothers, they will have a
better chance in the world than those who go from farm to
farm, from year to year or al frequent intervals, but never
finding a home.

We are spending about a billion dollars per year on our
Army and Navy for purpose of national defense, but guns
and ammunition are not the only elements to be considered
in forming a policy of national defense. The morale—the
spirit and solidarity of the people—is the more important
thing. Before a nation can fight very successfully it must
have something to fight on and something to fight for, and a
citizenry of home owners and farm owners is the most neces-
sary bulwark in national defense.

Many men love their own farm lands so much they have
been known in hundreds of cases, in their misguided and in-
temperate zeal, to kill a neighbor over a boundary-line dis-
pute. You will recall the story of Naboth, the Jezreelite
who suffered himself to be stoned to death through the
machinations of the wife of King Ahab of Samaria rather
than give up a little farm which he owned and loved. Those
who are interested in the reduction of relief expenditures
and those who are interested in national defense cannot in
good judgment withhold assistance in the aftack on farm
tenancy. We have begun the attack and those who love the
institutions of this country will not give up until success is
achieved.

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment. I think everyone agrees, surely everyone who is
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familiar at all with agriculture, that the tenancy problem in
this Nation is a big one at the present time. I think we all
realize that probably the United States needs a new crop of
landlords on the farms of this Nation as badly as anything
else. I think I shall support this bill, but I am not support-
ing it, lulled into a feeling of security that the bill will accom-
plish any major good for the farm tenants of the country.
The only reason I do support it is because I am in hopes that
even though we spend $10,000,000 to do it, the experience
derived from the expenditure of that money will teach the
leadership of this Congress and teach this administration
that this problem cannot be met in this way. I doubt that
you could get Congress to appropriate enough money to ade-
quately deal with the tenancy problem in this country on this
basis. I think there is an adequate way, and it is a very
simple one, a proven way, by which this can be handled. A
few years ago we set up under the Congress what is known
as the Federal Housing Administration. That Administration
used private capital and the credit of the Government to
build homes in this Nation. That Administration has had
remarkable success, It is just as feasible to make landlords
out of tenants under a plan similar to the Federal Housing
Administration, using the Government’s credit and private
capital, as it was to carry on a home-building program under
the Federal Housing Administration.

If this bill will do what one gentleman of the committee
says it will. do—buy a farm for one farmer in every county
in the United States—and I presume it will, and if that
purpose is accomplished 100 percent, what, then, have we
done toward solving the tenant problem in this Nation?
What would we have accomplished had we adopted the
amendment of the gentleman from Wisconsin a moment ago
for $500,000,000? Under that you would have put 50 tenants
on farms that they own in every county of the United
States; but what then would you have accomplished? I
shall support this bill for another reason, because I am
happy to find that the Congress has finally become con-
scious of the fact that farm tenancy is a real problem in
this Nation; but it is not going to help the situation except
that it may teach the proponents of the plan the absolute
unfeasibility of their plan, and then we might be able to
enlist them, because of their experience of failure under
this plan, to give their support to a plan that will ade-
quately take care of the tenant problem in this Nation;
and it can be done, and there is no need to break or bank-
rupt the Government in accomplishing it.

I come from an agricultural country and my district is
one in which the tenancy situation is very bad. Statistics
taken by the farm census of 1935 showed that between 80
and 90 percent of the farms were being operated by tenants.
It further showed that of these tenants, more than half of
them moved every year.

Think what this means. A move every other year by
80 to 90 percent of our farmers. They have no chance of
success under such conditions. They cannot get acquainted
with the soil they are attempting to till. They have no
incentive to improve fences or buildings. Why should they
cooperate to preserve the fertility by terracing or doing any
of the other things that we are attempting to teach them
under the Soil Conservation Service.

This bill cannot solve our problem in the Second District
of Oklahoma in a hundred years. We must devise a pro-
gram which will give more of our tenants a chance.

But I am glad that we are recognizing the problem and
the necessity for a solution. We cannot walk until we
have taken the first step.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from
Oklahoma has expired.

Mr. LUCKEY of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, I move to
* strike out the last two words to support the amendment of
my good friend from Texas [Mr. Mamon]. I rise to call
attention to the statements made by my good friend from
Michigan [Mr. MiceeNer], who said that this measure is
unworkable because it is a subsidy to the farmers. That is
remarkable. If is remarkable that a subsidy to the farmers
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will not work. I call attention to the fact that in 1916 we
established what we called the Shipping Board. The Ship-
ping Board granted to the merchant marine up to the time
it went out of existence a subsidy of over $3,000,000,000, yet
today we do not have any merchant marine. I wonder if the
gentleman from Michigan has considered that?

Furthermore, the United States Government sold to the
Dollar Steamship Co. on the Pacific coast, vessels at 10 and
20 cents on the dollar. They loaned them the money to
buy those ships at that remarkably low price, and then
loaned them money for 20 years’ time at less than 1 percent
interest. If that is not a subsidy I would like to know what
it is.

Furthermore, we are subsidizing the newspapers and
magazines of this country to the tune of $75,000,000 a year,
and the Postal Department is footing the bill. We do that
through low second-class mail rates. Your constituents and
mine have to meet that subsidy.

Not only that, but we have subsidized the great business
industries on the Atlantic coast and in the East, the great
industrial centers, by a protective tariff; but the protective
tariff does not work for the farmer unless he has nothing to
sell. Then it works.

The great commoner, the statesman from Nebraska,
William Jennings Bryan, often used to say, “Destroy our
farms and grass will grow in the city streets.”” This is a
measure that is of tremendous importance not only from an
economic standpoint but from a sociological standpoint. If
this country ever gets into trouble, your safest bet will be on
those people who live on the farms, who have a knowledge
of real values in life.

Mr. ANDRESEN of- Minnesota. M.r. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LUCKEY of Nebraska. I yield.

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. The gentleman from
Michigan may have indicated that this was a subsidy. It
might be a subsidy for a large number of landowners at the
present time who might like to sell their land to the Federal
Government.

Mr. LUCKEY of Nebraska. If is not a subsidy to the
man who buys. He pays it back, and that is something that
the big businesses we have subsidized have never done.
[Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Ne-
braska has expired.

Mr. PETERSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the pro-forma amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I was glad to hear the remarks made by
the gentleman from Texas a few minutes ago regarding the
fact that this measure, and I refer particularly to title I, is
in reality a duplication of agencies which now exist in our
Federal Government.

The Federal land bank was organized about 20 years ago
for almost the identical purpose that this proposal is here
made today, but here you are setting up an entirely new
agency, with its headquarters in Washington, with thou-
sands of employees throughout America. I understand there
will be an effort made to put those employees under civil
service, so as to be sure it is a permanent agency. And for
what purpose? To proceed in the most expensive possible
way, in my opinion, to deal with the farm problem of
America. According to the most conservative figures that
have yet been brought out on this floor, it will cost approx-
imately $7,500 per farm family to get them into title owner-
ship of a farm home. Are they in ownership? Why, that
is an absurdity. They have theoretical title, but to carry
this bill to its ultimate conclusion means that you will have
an increased farm-mortgage indebtedness in America of ap-
proximately $20,000,000,000. Add this $20,000,000,000 to the
approximately $8,000,000,000 present farm-mortgage indebt-
edness and you have a farm-mortgage indebtedness of $28,-
000,000,000. The interest alone, Mr. Chairman, will amount
to approximately one-fifth of the present total gross cash
income of the entire farm products of this country.
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Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?
Mr, PETERSON of Georgia. I yield.

Mr. COOLEY. Does the gentleman intend to vote for
this measure?

Mr. PETERSON of Georgia. I wish to state to the gen-
tleman that I do not know how this measure will finally
be amended, but at present I am opposed to the measure.
I believe that the members of this committee have brought
here a measure which is a travesty and an insult to the
intelligence of the 30,000,000 farm population of America.

Mr. COOLEY. Would the gentleman be kind enough to
point out the particular section to which he so vigorously
objects?

Mr. PETERSON of Georgia. I have not heard one word
from the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. CooLE¥Y] on
this floor which in any manner showed that he was offer-
ing a measure which will place the farm families of America
in a position of economic independence.

Mr. COOLEY. Does the gentleman understand that we
are not talking now about the general farm program but
about a specific measure for relief of farm tenants?

Mr. PETERSON of Georgia. I am glad the gentleman
has mentioned that fact, because in the report of the com-
mittee, of which the gentleman is a member, he himself
admits that this bill cannot succeed unless there is passed
other legislation in support of it, and I will read to the
gentleman his own report.

Mr. COOLEY. That is the position, I think, all of the
members of the committee entertain—that we must have
additional legislation.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. PETERSON] has expired.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that all debate on this section and all amendments thereto
close in 5 minutes.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I object to that. I have an
amendment at the desk.

Mr. JONES. Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that all debate on this section and all amendments thereto
close in 11 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Texas?

Mr. PETERSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, reserving the
right to object, I insist that inasmuch as this is a measure
of tremendous importance not only to the farm population
but to the entire population of America, the Chairman should
permit full opportunity to discuss the bill.

Mr. LANZETTA. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to ob-
ject, I should like to ask the gentleman from Texas, the
chairman of the committee, if time will be allowed for the
consideration of the amendment introduced by the Commis-
sioner from Puerto Rico.

Mr. JONES. Yes, the amendment is satisfactory to the
committee.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas is merely
asking unanimous consent to limit debate on this amend-
ment.

Is there objection to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. MiuLs] for 3 minutes.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment, offered by Mr. Mrrrs: Page 2, line 4, after the sec-
ond word “who”, strike out “recently” and insert the words “has
e?er."

Mr. MILLS. Mr., Chairman and colleagues, I am very

happy to rise at this time in support of farm-tenant legis-

lation. Being a southern farmer, and my ancestry on both
sides having been tillers of the soil for more than 100 years,

I naturally have acquired a sympathetic interest in the

farming industry of this country as a whole. Therefore, I

am deeply gratified that this Government has come to the

realization that the welfare of a citizenry must look for leg-
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islation that will help to cure the many evils that are now
existing and growing in this great land of plenty.

Mr. Chairman, on page 2, in line 4, the committee has
seen fit to use the word “recently.” I ask that the com-
mittee strike out the word “recently” and imsert in lieu
thereof the two words “has ever.”

The purpose of the amendment is to take care of those
farmers who have moved into towns or cities but who wish
to return to the farms.

First, I wish to furnish you with some specific facts as
presently exist generally throughout the country on this
subject. First, at present we have about 6,000,000 farms

- with millions of people making a livelihood from the soil

out of 3,059 counties in this country, and of the total farm-
ers, 2,800,000 are tenant farmers, with an increase of 40,000
each year. The appalling condition is an ever-increasing
condition, in that 40 years ago only 1 in every 4 were farm
tenants, whereas today more than 40 percent of the farm
population are tenant farmers.

I readily agree that the appropriation of only $10,000,000
for the fiscal year 1938, $25,000,000 in 1939, and $50,000,000
in 1940 is only a miniature set-up, to allow farm tenants to
purchase farms, but I had rather for this Government to
make a success, even though it is small in the beginning,
than to make too large an appropriation and at the end
prove that such an undertaking is a failure.

My friends, I hesitate on the floor of this House to paint
an appalling picture as exists in certain sections of this great
land, where there is too much to eat, too much to wear, and
too much of everything to supply the demands, for people to
go hungry or undernourished, poorly clad, and without
shelter. Therefore we must come to the rescue of our un-
fortunate members of society and show them that Congress
has an interest, that they all may enjoy some of the pleasures
and happiness that God intended for them to enjoy. It is
an unfair situation for a selected few in a democratic form
of government to enjoy the advantages of life in a land of
too much to eat and too much to wear and the unfortunate
group to go hungry, begging for food, sleepy and no place to
sleep, clothesless and no money to buy clothes. Therefore
this legislation is pointing toward the greatest humanitarian
move, the greatest act that I have seen this Congress begin
to undertake in my short period of association, and I contend,
if more of such legislation was adopted, the country as a
whole would decline in looking upon this body as one that
has more often shown discrimination in favor of a selected
few. This type of legislation affords a greater possibility for
the greater percentage of the masses becoming better inde-
pendent citizens, enabling them to make a livelihood perma-
nently. Further, this type of legislation is nothing new, as it
was advocated by the early philosophers, also the Pilgrim and
Puritan forefathers, as well as the Bible itself.

I have heard numbers of speeches on this floor and over
the radio by Congressmen advocating pro and con various
plans of legislation that will help solve the now existing con-
ditions, but I believe passage of this bill will be going a long
way toward a greater redistribution of wealth, in that it has
a tendency to tax the more well-to-do and guarantee some=
thing to the smaller people.

I readily accept the sneers from some of the Members of
this House when I say that this is pointing toward the ticket
I was elected on—the share-our-wealth—although I desire
at this time to give you to understand where the share-our-
wealth meaning was first used, but not the words. I will
read from the President’s acceptance speech in Chicago, page
388 of the proceedings of the Democratic National Conven-
tion of 1932, and I am quoting from Mr. Roosevelt:

Throughout the Nation, men and women, forgotten in the
political philosophy of the Government of the last years look to us
here for guidance and for more equitable opportunity to share, °

I want you to understand the idea of the share-our-wealth
phrase was a phrase of Senator Huey P. Long, who is now
deceased, but yet today even though he is deceased, those
words ring in the hearts of every American citizen and they
believe this Government, as originally founded, so well de-
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clared in the Declaration of Independence, is supposed to
guarantee life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness to all its
citizens, and I contend that this body should adopt more of
such legislation that will afford the masses an opportunity to
make a livelihood; inasmuch as that is the great cry through-
out the land in preference of relief.

Senator Huey P. Long in his share-the-wealth reply to
General Johnson stafed:

That 1 percent of Americans own 59 percent of America's
wealth, while 4 percent own between 85 percent and 85 percent of
the wealth.

Therefore, the cry began throughout the land that the
demagogue Long is incorrect. Therefore, the New York Daily
News of April 11, 1935, intimated and added that somebody
ought to look into this question and get the true figures on
America’s wealth in order to refute Long. The News then
assigned one of its most competent investigators, Lowell Lim-
pus, to the job of digging up the figures, so Limpus came to
Washington and worked for weeks here in the Library of
Congress and elsewhere, to rout up the true figures, with
which to deny Senator Long, and, therefore, the results of
that research showed Senator Long had essentially the cor-
rect information, especially where the money power is lodged
in this country.

I shall herewith set forth Mr. Limpus’ findings:

More than 96 percent of the workers in the United States receive
less than $2,000 a yeer, which is regarded as sufficient only for
basic necessity.

According to the United States Federal Trade Commission
in 1926, 1 percent of the people dying did not own as much
as 59 percent of the wealth reported, and since that time
the rich have been getting richer in proportion and the poor
poorer, so stated Mr. Limpus’ findings; therefore, my col-
leagues, this investigation by the New York Daily News shows
specifically that Senator Huey P. Long had underestimated
the wealth holders in America and that 1 percent owned a
great deal more than 59 percent of all the property. After
Mr. Limpus had discussed these facts it was decided, after
some deliberation, to publish them, inasmuch as they were
afraid by not publishing the uncovered truths it would be
very harmful and cause a large increase of share-our-wealth
believers throughout the land.

This big newspaper of the United States further stated
that America has got to redistribute the wealth in the land
one way or the other., Therefore, my colleagues, this is one
of the safest ways, through farm tenancy and old-age pen-
sions, that this wealth may be distributed, and I am proud
this Congress is coming to the realization of the truth; and if
we do no: adopt the truth I am afraid eventually it will be
too late.

My colleagues, in part, the language in section B, title I,
reads as follows:

Only farm tenants, farm laborers, sharecroppers, who have re-

cently obtained a livelihood from farming, shall be eligible to
receive benefits from this title. :

I believe the language should be changed and be sufficiently
wide to allow people in towns who have not recently farmed
the privilege to borrow money to buy farms, as we have
thousands of families in towns who would be proud to move
on a farm if ways and means could be provided for them fo
purchase a place. I am sure some of you will disagree by
stating if too many are allowed to farm we will have an
overproduction. No; we must go further and adopt the
share-our-wealth way of dealing with farming by allowing
the lands to lay idle every seventh year, as taught in the Bible,
and Government guaranteeing to our farmers a price for
their raw products equal basically to the manufacturing
price. Thereby I contend buying power will be increased
among the farming class and a greater demand for the farm
commodities will exist. Further, as long as mass purchasing
power stays down and continues to shrink, there will be an
overproduction of bathtubs, cars, radios, and so forth, which
we like to think are elements in the American standard of

living.
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There is not any overproduction in the United States of
cotton, corn, wheat, rice, beans, or cattle, and have not
been; there is an underproduction of those things. How-
ever, the farmers of Louisiana, Texas, Iowa, and all of the
States are gradually being stamped out of existence; they
are gradually having to resort to the W. P. A. rolls and
various other relief agencies.

Is it because there is an overproduction? No. It is
because the people do not have the money with which to
buy the things they need and must consume if they are
to live in a reasonable or respectable way. Farmers are not
overproducing, yet those poor farmers are being told that.

My colleagues, after the New York Daily News in 1935
undertook to refute the statements of Senator Huey P. Long
relative to concentration of wealth in the hands of a few
and was unsuccessful, this Congress has done little toward
curing that evil. Here are the multimillionaire families
that found out the truth, yet this Congress and the preced-
ing ones have undertaken very little, if anything, along this
line other than this bill. It reminds me of the rich man
who allowed Lazarus to stay outside the gate, with the dogs
licking his sores, begging for the crumbs that fell from the
rich man’s table. When Lazarus died and the rich man
died, and the rich man looked afar off and saw Abraham
with Lazarus in his bosom, the rich man cried and said,
“Father Abraham, send Lazarus that he may pour water
and cool my ftongue.” Abraham said, “It cannot be done.”
The rich man said, “Then send Lazarus back to earth that
he may tell my four brothers there of the torments with
which I am afflicted that they may avoid this place.” Abra-
ham said, “There is not a bit of use. They have Moses and
the prophets; they will not believe one who has risen from
the dead and has come back to earth.”

This Congress stands here today neglecting to accept so
many great truths that, if adopted, would solve a great
economic condition.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Louisiana.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. MmLs) there were—ayes 15, noes 81.

So the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the Delegate from
Puerto Rico for 4 minutes.,

Mr. IGLESIAS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. IcLesias: On page 2, line 1, after the
word “Hawail”, insert “and in Puerto Rico.”

Mr. IGLESTAS. The chairman of the Committee on Agri-
culture has agreed to this amendment, and I request that it
be voted on.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I have no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the Delegate from Puerto Rico.

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. JonEs]
is recognized for 4 minutes.

Mr. JONES. Mr., Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment offered by my colleague the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Maron]. I share his regard for the Farm Credit
Administration and its activity. I think that Governor
Myers under the rules of his administration has done a won-
derful work, but the principle underlying this bill removes
it from the purview of his work. Several of us thought that
perhaps it ought to go to that organization. Governor
Myers came before our committee, making the statement
that unless we wanted to change the whole set-up it would
tend to injure very greatly the accomplishments of his ad-
ministration. Under that administration he must sell the
obligations of the Federal land banks in the open market, he
must sell the obligations of the intermediate credit banks in
financing the current credit of those organizations. Whether
you believe in the system or not, that is the basis on which it
is built. When he began, land-bank bonds were selling in
the 80’s and in many instances were not selling at all. They
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are now selling above par and the farmer is getting the
lowest interest rates that have ever prevailed in the United
States—the lowest rates that have ever prevailed on such
a large scale anywhere in the history of the world. The
system has been well administered. Questionable things
have been kept out of it and only adequately secured credit
has been accepted. Do you want to jeopardize that by tak-
ing a different type of credit that one who purchased bonds,
one who purchased the obligations of the intermediate credit
bank, might feel should not have been included? I do not
believe you do.

This goes a little further than that. I hope the House
will not accept the amendment because this bill follows
the pattern that has been proved and tested in many other
countries. It is a starting point. It is fair and I think we
would do better if we started on a moderate scale.

Mr, DIES. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES. I yield to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. DIES. Is it not a fact that the bonds issued by
the Farm Credit Administration are guaranteed by the
Federal Government?

Mr. JONES. No. The bonds of the land banks are not
guaranteed by the Government, either as to principal or
interest; yet they are selling about par. If we tack this
on, I do not believe that condition will continue. Governor
Myers, whose administration we are complimenting, feels
that it might materially injure the sale of those bonds.

[Here the gavel fell.]

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. MagON].

The amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

COUNTY COMMITTEES AND LOANS
Sec. 2. (a) The county committee established under section 42

l—

(1) Recelve applications of persons desiring to finance the
acquisition of farms in the county by means of a loan from the
Secretary under this title.

(2) Examine and appraise farms in the county with respect
to which an application for a loan is made.

(b) If the committee finds that an applicant is eligible to
receive the benefits of this title, that by reason of his character,
ability, and experience he is likely successfully to carry out
undertakings required of him under a loan which may be made
under this title, and that the farm with respect to which the
application is made is of such character that there is a reason-
able likelihood that the making of a loan with respect thereto
will carry out the purposes of this title, it shall so certify to the
Secretary. The committee shall also certify to the Secretary
the amount which the commitiee finds is the reasonable value
of the farm.

(c) No certification under this section shall be made with
respect to any farm in which any member of the committee has
any property interest, direct or indirect.

(d) No loan shall be made to any person or with respect to
any farm unless certification as required under this section has
been made with respect to such person and such farm by the
committee.

Mr. TARVER. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment,
which I send to the Clerk’s desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Tarver: Page 3, line 16, after the word
“committee”, insert “or any person related to such Member within
the third degree of consanguinity or afinity.”

Mr. JONES. Mr, Chairman, I have consulted with as
many members of the Committee on Agriculture as I could
contact and they have all agreed this is a good amendment.
Therefore, there is no objection to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. TArRVER].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment,
which I send to the Clerk’s desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. McCrLELLAN: Page 3, at the end of
line 16, strike out the period, insert a comma and add thereto
the fonawing “or in which they or either of them have had such

interest within 1 year prior to the date of certification.”

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I shall be glad to agree to
the amendment.
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Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman
for accepting the amendment. Since the amendment is
accepted, I should like, Mr. Chairman to address my remarks
briefly to the merits of the bill. Yesterday in general debate
the time was so limited that many of us who are anxious
to see this legislation adopted did not have an opportunity
to express our views; therefore, we must secure time under
the 5-minute rule.

Mr. Chairman, I do not believe there is anyone in this
House who has keener sympathy for or deeper interest in
the class of people for whose benefit we are undertaking to
legislate today than I have. I speak from personal experi-
ence and not as one who might have read of or who may
bave heard about the plight of the tenant farmers. I was
reared the son of a tenant farmer and I know how hard the
struggle is and how difficult it is for one in that class under
present economic conditions to acquire a farm of his own.
They have not the power to give themselves a start, and this
bill is at least the adoption of a policy whereby the Federal
Government recognizes the tenant farmer and offers some
aid and assistance in his ambition to become a home owner,

Mr. Chairman, the committee is being criticized for not
bringing in a betfer bill. Certainly this measure is not all
that was hoped for. Everyone, perhaps, would like to see
more money appropriated, more people benefited, and more
people aided, but unfortunately we cannot do that at this
time. Here is the important thing about this program. We
are starting. Everybody agrees that this is a good policy.
No one criticizes the policy of trying to help this class of
people. As we start out I think it is important that we
proceed cautiously in order to make this experiment a suc-
cess, because, God pity the tenant farmers of America if this
experiment fails, We must make it succeed, and the only
way to make it succeed is to place it on as high a plane as
possible and undertake to administer the law without finan-
cial loss to the Government.

If those charged with administering the provisions of this
law will use precaution in selecting tenants most deserving
and best suited to receive Government aid and proceed
under a program of this kind, in a year or two, even with
this meager start, the program will begin to bear fruit, and
we will have gained some experience and will better under-
stand how to develop and expand and extend this aid to
larger numbers. When we have set up an organization to
carry out the provisions of this act and have created the
machinery to deal with this problem effectively we can then
increase the appropriation and extend this aid to larger
numbers of those worthy to receive it.

True, Mr. Chairman, we will never be able to lift all the
share croppers and tenant farmers to a higher level and
standard of living. There are those, of course, who would
not take proper advantage of this oppertunity if it were
extended to them, but there are many who will and who
will become the owners of homes and farms of their own
and thus make better citizens by reason of this assistance
and the program we are launching by the enactment of
this legislation.

Tenant farming and sharecropping has practically
doubled in my State within the past half century. We can-
not close our eyes to this unhealthy condition in our agri-
cultural industry. This trend must be checked, and the
number steadily reduced. It is going to take time. It can-
not be done at one session of Congress.

No doubt we will find it necessary to adopt many amend-
ments to this legislation from time to time, but we have
started and I want to join with many others in expressing
thanks to the Committee on Agriculture for its work in
reporting out this bill. [Applause.]

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr, Chairman, I rise in opposi-
tion to the amendment and I do this for the purpose of asking
a question of the chairman of the Committee on Agriculture.

This part of the bill we are considering undertakes to estab-
lish certain limitations with reference to the conduct of this
committee. In turning to the penal provision of the bill, I
do nof find anything, from a hurried examination, which
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makes the penal provisions of the bill applicable to the doing
of things by this committee which it is intended by the pro-
visions of the bill to prevent them from doing. There is a
provision here with reference to what employees may do, and
I refer to section 49,

Mr. JONES. Section 42, as we understand it, makes these
county committees employees of the Federal Government
and, therefore, they would be subject to the penalty pro-
visions.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Idirect the attention of the gen-
tleman to the fact that section 49 is not a blanket provision
which seeks to punish persons who do the things prohibited
by the provisions of this bill, as I read this hurriedly.

The penal provision has to do with gifts, fees, and so
forth, but not false certificates. I suggest to the chairman
that before we conclude the bill this be given consideration.

Mr. JONES. I should like to have the help of the gen-
tleman. If the gentleman has an amendment to suggest, I
shall be pleased to consider it when we reach that point, I
do not have time now to go into the question, but I thank the
gentleman for calling my attention to it.

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I shall be glad to look into the
maftter.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of
the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr, McCrLELLAN].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. PETERSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the last three words.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from North Carolina a few
minutes ago asked a very pertinent question in regard to
whether or not I thought this measure was a piece of sepa-
rate and independent legislation. If is very evident it is not.
The committee in its report, which is now available, states
on page 3 the following:

The program here contemplated must be founded upon the prin-
ciple that farming will be profitable enough to make the objectives
of the bill realizable.

Above that it states:

Neither the landlord nor the tenant has had sufiicient income,
and the landholder who hires farm laborers has not had enough
income.

In addition to this, it is evident there is now in the making
a measure which proposes to place in a strait jacket every
farmer of America, just as this bill deces. Under this pro-
posed legislation, if it is enacted into law, the Secretary of
Agriculture can actually prevent the farmer from hitching
his mule to the wagon and taking his family to church on
Sunday. The Secretary has absolute and complete control
and domination over the farm family which is supposed to
receive these so-called benefits, yet you say this is placing
the American farm family in a condition of economic inde-
pendence. The farm mortgages are what got us into our
present trouble. The average farm mortgage in America to-
day is only approximately $3,500, but here you are going to
create a farm mortgage of approximately $7,500.

Mr. COOLEY. Does the gentleman oppose the granting of
Federal aid to the most destitute people in America—those on
the farms?

Mr. PETERSON of Georgia. No; but I do propose that
instead of placing them in a condition not of tenancy but of
serfdom and bondage to the so-called economic royalists
that we place them in a condition of economic independence.

Mr. COOLEY. What plan does the gentleman have to
offer?

Mr. PETERSON of Georgia. I may say to the gentleman
there is a plan now before Congress which, for approximately
$1,500 per farm family, will completely restore the farm
population of America to a condition of economic inde-
pendence.

Mr. COOLEY. What is the plan?

Mr. PETERSON of Georgia. The plan is the bill, H. R.
6748. Has the gentleman read it?

Mr. COOLEY. No; I have not.
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Mr. PETERSON of Georgia. Has the gentleman read the
report of the subcommittee of the Committee on Public
Lands, which has gone into this matter very extensively?

Mr, COOLEY. No; I have not.

Mr. PETERSON of Georgia. Let me tell the gentleman
what the condition is in North Carolina?

Mr. COOLEY. Whose bill is it?

Mr. PETERSON of Georgia. It is the bill of the gentle-
man from Georgia who is now speaking.

Mr. COOLEY. Did the gentleman from Georgia ask per-
mission to appear before the House Committee on Agricul-
ture to express or offer any constructive suggestions about
the pending legislation?

Mr. PETERSON of Georgia. No, I did not; but the bill is
now before the Committee on the Public Lands, of which the
gentleman from Georgia is a member, where the bill right-
fully belongs. This, my friend, is a national land-policy
program, not one which would place the farmers of America
in complete bondage forever. [Applause.]

Mr. COOLEY. Then, why does the gentleman blame the
Committee on Agriculture for failure to act?

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that all debate on this section and all amendments thereto
close in 8 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Mr, Chairman, I rise in opposition
to the pro-forma amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I rise at this time to talk a little out of
order, with the permission of the Committee, while the
Members cool off enough to do some sober thinking on the
announcement I am going fo make,

The subcommittee of the Committee on Appropriations
which is handling the Department of the Interior appro-
priation bill is meeting at 2 o’clock to consider the 134
amendments made to the Interior Department appropria-
tion bill by the Senate. Anything which pertains to the
Interior has some contact with soil conservation, and soil
conservation has some contact with tenancy, so I am speak-
ing on the subject.

The Senate committee made 134 amendments to the
Interior Department appropriation bill. In only 5 of these
amendments the amounts were decreased, a dozen of the
amendments were provisional, but in over 100 of the 134
amendments the Senate committee recommended increased
amounts and the Senate agreed to such increases. There is
over a $13,000,000 increase on the face of it, not to say
anything about the babies born which are going to cost
hundreds of millions in time to come. One amendment
inserted by the Senate gives birth to a baby which will cost
$41,000,000 before it is matured. The committee is going
to meet now, and the bill must be passed by tomorrow
night. We spent 30 days in hearings, and the other body
spent 10 hours last week considering the bill.

Here are the names of the six leading majority conferees
on the part of the Senate: Senators Haypen, McKELLAR,
TromaAs of Oklahoma, Apams, BANKHEAD, and O’MAHONEY.
These administration leaders increased the amounts car-
ried in the bill as it passed the House in 100 amendments
out of the 134, and decreased the amounts in only 5 amend-
ments. I could say sometlting about what some of these
things are, but I shall do so a little later. However, this
is what these leaders who have just come from Jefferson
Island have done under instructions to balance the Budget.

[Here the gavel fell.]

The Clerk read as follows:

TERMS OF LOANS

Sec. 3. (a) Loans made under this title shall be In such amount
(not in excess of the amount certified by the county committee
to be the value of the farm) as may be necessary to enable the
borrower to acquire the farm and shall be secured by a first
mortgage or deed of trust on the farm.

(b) The instruments under which the loan is made and security
given therefor shall—
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(1) Provide for the repayment of the loan within an agreed
period of not more than 30 years from the making of the loan.

(2) Provide for the payment of interest on the unpaid balance
of the loan at the rate of 3 percent per annum.

(3) Provide for the repayment of the unpaid balance of the loan,
together with interest thereon, in installments in accordance with
amortization schedules prescribed by the

(4) Be in such form and contain such covenants as the Secre-

tary shall prescribe to secure the payment of the unpaid balance

of the loan, together with interest thereon, to protect the security,
and to mssure that the farm will be maintained in repair, and
waste and exhaustion of the farm prevented.

(5) Provide that the borrower shall pay taxes and assessments
on the farm to the proper taxing authorities, and insure and pay
for insurance on farm buildings.

(6) Provide that upon the borrower's assigning, selling, or other-
wise transferring the farm, or any interest therein, without the
consent of the Secretary, or upon involuntary transfer or sale,
maecremym may declare the amount unpaid immediately due

able.

(c)pal%o instrument provided for in this section shall prohibit
the prepayment of any sum due under it.

Mr. BIERMANN. Mr, Chairman, I offer an amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BiermMaNN: Page 5, line 3, insert:

“(7) Be in such form and contain such provisions, conditions,
and limitations as may be necessary to assure that the borrower
will conform to such i practices and methods as the Sec-
retary may prescribe, in order that, during the first 6 years the
loan is in effect, the borrower’'s farming operations may be suffi-
ciently profitable to enable him to carry out successfully the
responsibilities of ownership and his undertakings under the loan
agreement.”

Mr. BIERMANN. Mr, Chairman, the amendment which
I propose is in line with the report of the farm tenancy
committee appointed by the President. You will find this
provision on page 12 of their report.

The philosophy of the amendment is this: We are not
solving the problem of turning a tenant into a successful
owner-operator by merely lending the man 100 percent of
the value of the farm he wants to buy. Sometimes we
would be making him worse off than he was before. We
provide in this bill for the lending of money to a great
variety of people, tenants, sharecroppers, and people who
recently got a major part of their living from farming, and
we are lending 100 percent of the value of the farm. It is
not everyone who can pay out on such a loan. These peo-
ple, as I said yesterday, are of two kinds. They are either
men who never owned farms or they are men who, having
owned farms, have lost them. It is reasonable to suppose
that these people, generally speaking, do not know every-
thing about operating farms successfully. They may be just
as able to plow, they may be just as able to do the manual
work on the farm, but that is not all that is required to
make & successful farmer-operator. Management and plan-
ning are essential to success.

In this amendment we propose that the Secretary of Agri-
culture, out of the experience accumulated in that Depart-
ment, for which we appropriate millions of dollars, and out
of the experience of the Extension Bureau and the State
agricultural colleges, shall supply the beneficiaries of this
bill for a period of 5 years with advice and supervision, so
that they may have the best opportunity possible to succeed
in the operation of their farms.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BIERMANN. I yield to the gentleman from Kansas.

Mr. HOPE. Is it the gentleman’s intention that this
supervision shall be given only during the first 5 years?

Mr. BIERMANN. Yes.

Mr. HOPE. It seems to me the gentleman ought to
change the form of his amendment so as to make that more
specific, because it is not clear, the way I read the amend-
ment, whether it is during the first 5 years or during the
entire period.

Mr. RANKIN. Does the gentleman want to give him a
life sentence?

Mr. HOPE. No; I want to limit it to 5 years, but I do
not believe the amendment does that.

Mr. RANKIN.,. Why give him a 5-year sentence?

Mr. BIERMANN. I have no pride of authorship in the
amendment. The wording is immaterial to me,
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Mr. HOPE. The suggestion I would make would be that
the gentleman’s amendment should read that the borrower
will conform to such farming practices and methods as the
Secretary may prescribe during the first 5 years the loan
is in effect. It seems to me the phrase “in order that”
gught to come after, instead of before, the words “the first

years.”

Mr. BIERMANN. I am perfectly willing to adopt that sug-
gestion and, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the amendment may be changed to conform with the lan-
guage suggested by the gentleman from Kansas.

Mr. RANKIN. I object to that, Mr. Chairman. I am
going to oppose the gentleman’s amendment when the gen-
tleman gets through; and if he is through now, I will rise
in opposition to the amendment.

Mr., ZIMMERMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. BIERMANN. I yield to the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. From the discussion of this bill it
appears there will be about one of these farms for each
county throughout the country,

Mr. BIERMANN. That would be true if they were divided
evenly, but there is nothing in the bill that requires that.

Mr, ZIMMERMAN. Does the gentleman think it is wise
at this time to establish a bureau to furnish an expert ad-
viser for one farm in each county in this country? Does not
the gentleman think we should wait until the plan is devel-
oped further?

Mr, BIERMANN. My amendment does not provide for
that at all, and the bill does not provide for one beneficiary
in each county. The bill simply provides for starting this
plan slowly and carefully and sensibly with a $10,000,000
appropriation instead of going into it on a big scale, and my
amendment provides that these men be given the advice and
the help that is certainly necessary to the majority of them
in order that they may have a Chinaman’s chance of paying
off the 100-percent loans on their farms.

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. Do you not think it will require an
adviser for a number of counties?

Mr. O'CONNOR of Montana. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BIERMANN, I yield.

Mr. O'CONNOR of Montana. Does not the bill provide
gat the money is to be distributed on the basis of popula-

on?

Mr. BIERMANN. Population and prevalence of farm ten-
ancy per State, but not per county.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BIERMANN. Yes; I yield to the gentleman from
Mississippi.

Mr. RANKIN. Why turn these farmers over to somebody
else who could not make a living on the farm himself? The
gentleman underestimates the intelligence of the average
tenant farmer.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Iowa to amend the pending amendment?

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I objected to that request,
and I ask recognition in opposition to the amendment of the
gentleman from Iowa.

Mr, COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from North Carolina, a
member of the committee, is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, it seems we are in a right
unique situation here. One Member of the House has just
taken the position with reference to this bill that the House
Committee on Agriculture has proposed a measure which
will, in effect, put the American tenant farmer into a com-
plete, governmental strait jacket. Now we have another
gentleman, a very distinguished member of the committee,
taking the position that the bill which we have reported
places insufficient regulations around the person whom we
are seeking to help. I believe if the Members of the House
will look on page 4, section 4, they will see that the committee
has reached what might be called a happy medium. Section
4 of the bill provides, among other things:




1937 !

Be in such form and contain such covenants as the
ghall prescribe to secure the payment of the unpaid balance of
the loan, together with interest thereon, to protect the security,
and to assure that the farm will be maintained in repair, and
waste and exhaustion of the farm prevented.

Mr. BIERMANN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr, COOLEY. Not now. The amendment proposed uses
in place of the word “covenants” the words “provisions,
conditions, and limitations.” I believe that the language of
the bill is sufficiently broad in its scope to authorize the
Secretary of Agriculture to require the tenant whom we are
seeking to aid to use modern farm methods, and to comply
with the soil-conservation program and to protect the soil
fertility.

Mr. PETERSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield? .

Mr. COOLEY. Not at this point. With further reference
to the suggestion that there should be some supervision, ap-
parently my distinguished friend from Iowa [Mr. BIER-
mann] overlooks the fact that in practically every agricul-
tural county in the United States we have a county agent,
and I suppose that most, if not all of them, are graduates
of agricultural colleges. We have the extension service,
which is rendering a fine service to the agricultural people
of the Nation. Could it be wished that the Federal Govern-
ment would add to this great list of governmental employees,
and, as my distinguished friend from Missouri has suggested,
employ another corps of governmental experts to go on a
man’s farm every day and direct the activities around his
farm and around his household? I believe the Secretary
in the deed of trust or mortgage which he will accept upon
the granting of a loan, could place certain broad conditions
laying down certain requirements with reference to the farm,
and if that is done we will accomplish what we want to
accomplish,

Mr. KLEBERG. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr,. COOLEY. Yes.

Mr. KELEBERG. Mr. Chairman, if we are going to pro-
vide, in addition to credit, for the purpose of enabling the
tenant farmer to acquire a farm and become a farm owner,
certain restrictions with reference to eligibility, if we are
going to carry on a school for farming, admitting those
whom you are going to admit to credit, does not the gentle-
man believe that we should open the whole bill and let some
of the city folk, who would like to own farms, come under
the bill also?

Mr. COOLEY. I quite agree with the gentleman from
Texas,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from North
Carolina has expired.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, it is my desire to make it
possible for every farmer who wishes to do so to be able to
own his home. But while we are attempting to cure the
land-tenant situation by making landholders out of tenants
we should also do something to reverse the policy that is now
making tenants out of landowners by foreclosing mortgages
on their homes and rendering it impossible for them to make
a living on their own lands and pay their debts and taxes.

While it is said that this measure would only provide for
purchasing land for one tenant a year in each county, on an
average, it is the beginning of a policy which if properly
carried out, may result in enabling large numbers of people
to own homes who have never been able to do so before.
I believe, however, that we should remove some of the re-
strictions contained in this measure so as to enable the pur-
chaser to get full title to his land just as soon as he can pay
it out and free himself from any kind of governmental super-
vision as early as possible. i

For that reason I am opposing the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr, BierMaNN]. I fear he under-
estimates the intelligence of the average tenant farmer in
this country. He certainly underestimates the intelligence
of the white tenant farmers in the South. Those tenants,
when they become landowners, do not need guardians to tell
them what to do, when to sow and when to reap, or how to
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plow and hoe. It would be useless to send some Government
agent who could not make a living farming on the best land
in the South to interfere with these people and constantly
harass them in their endeavors to earn a livelihood on this
land. I do not believe you could send one man from the
Department of Agriculture who could teach one of these
farmers in my district how to raise cotton. I remember one
time we had the members of the Bureau of Agricultural
Economics before a committee here and someone asked them
what kind of cotton bore red blooms and what kind bore
white blooms. Not one of them could answer the question,
although some of them pretended fo be experienced in grow-
ing cotton. Any 10-year-old boy living in the cotton States
could have told them that all cotton blooms are white the
first day and red the next. How far do you think these men
would get teaching southern farmers how to grow cotton? I
doubt if one of them could go into the State of Iowa and
teach those farmers how to raise corn, or into Kansas and
teach them how to raise wheat. The trouble with these
agricultural experts is that too many of them are over-
educated and undertrained.

I feel that we are approaching this farm problem from
the wrong angle. While, as I said, this measure will help
as far as it goes, it certainly does not reach the farmers’
trouble. We make a landowner of one tenant a year in each
county, while large numbers of landowners are made tenants
by having their farms sold under mortgage. This shows
that there is something wrong with our economic policies—
something that goes far deeper than we can hope to reach
by passing legislation of this kind.

I will tell you what some of those troubles are. One of
them is our taxing system. We hear a great deal about
burdensome taxes here in the House. People with large in-
comes protest that their income taxes are too high. People
who inherit enormous estates protest against paying an in-
heritance tax. Manufacturers of luxuries protest against
high taxes on luxuries. But the highest taxes paid by any-
body in America, according to his income, is that paid by
the farmer who tries to own his home, He has to pay it
whether he makes any income or not, or else lose his home—
or both. If a man owns a farm worth, we will say, $5,000
and he owes $4,500 on i, he has to pay interest on the
$4,500 and pay taxes, not on the $500 equity which he has
in the farm, if it is an equity, but he has to pay taxes on
the entire farm, valued at $5,000, even if his crops fail and
his stock die of starvation, as has happened in some of the
drought-stricken areas in the last few years.

That is the reason some tenants tell you frankly that they
do not want to own land; that it is less expensive to rent
a farm than it is to own one.

The farmer also pays the highest interest rate of any-
body in the United States and invariably pays a bonus to
get his loan through, and then has to hire someone to
make him an abstract, or go through court to clear a title
that has never been questioned. If we could get the inter-
est rate to the farmer down to the very minimum and spread
his payments out over a long term of years, and relieve him
of these additional charges, it would do more to help people
who now own farms to hold them than this bill will do,
I fear, to help somebody else buy them back, after the
owners have lost them. That would make home owning
more desirable and cause the more enterprising tenants to
strive to purchase homes.

Again, the farmer is taxed indirectly through the high
protective tariff system, which has come down from former
administrations and which we have not been able to en-
tirely get rid of. A tariff is an indirect tax, a burden upon
the producers on those materials for which they get nothing
in return. The farmer has all this to pay. Hundreds of
millions of dollars are thus wrung from the farmers of
this country annually through this method of indirect taxa-
tion that levies a tribute upon everything he buys, from
the swaddling clothes of infancy to the lining of his coffin.

The farmer is the victim of the manipulation of our
monetary system. We call it an elastic system, because
under it our monetary supply can be expanded or contracted
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at the will of the Federal Reserve Board. They respond
to the requests or demands of private banking institutions,
and therefore expand or contract the currency to meet the
demands of great financial institutions without regard to
its disastrous effect upon the Nation’s unprotected farmers.

They are selling wheat and cotton today at practically the
same price they sold it during the Taft administration, when
conditions became so bad in the agricultural States that the
farmers in the West revolted and drove that administration
from power. Yet they are paying two or three times as
much for manufactured articles now as they paid at that
time,

What is the cause of this? It is the manipulation of our
elastic currency. In 1913, the year that President Taft went
out of office, there were approximately $34 per capita in
money in circulation, or on the books of the Treasury. The
Federal Reserve System was created, and they expanded that
currency until by 1920 it had reached $53 per capita, with
the result that wheat, cotton, corn, and other agricultural
commodities rose to the highest levels they have reached
since the Civil War. Then the Federal Reserve Board
raised the rediscount rate, called its loans, contracted the
currency, and drove commodity prices down to where they
swept away the homes of thousands of farmers who were
unable to pay the debts they had contracted while prices
were high. They never can pay them on the present price
levels.

They are now required to pay the taxes and other obliga-
tions that were made on those high prices of 20-cent cotton
and $2 wheat with 11-cent cotton and $1 wheat. It cannot
be done, and this bill will not reach the trouble.

If we would help the farmer to hold his home and help
enterprising tenants to purchase homes, we should force a
reexpansion of that currency, to raise farm prices high
enough to make home owning safe and profitable. That
would do more good than all the farm-tenancy laws this
Congress could pass.

Another thing, our transportation system penalizes the
farmer fo an unconscionable degree. The average farmer,
the average human being in an agricultural State, and espe-
cially in the small towns, and in the rural communities, pays
the highest freight rates known on earth, and instead of
helping to reduce those freight rates, Congress has recently
gone on record for the so-called Pettengill bill that would
pile those burdens higher. No wonder tenants are being
made out of lJandowners in every State in the Union infinitely
more rapidly than this proposed measure would make land-
owners out of tenants.

Again, we find the farmer is bled white by monopolies. It
is a significant coincidence that where monopolies have
grown and expanded the prosperity of the farmer has di-
minished and farm tenancy has increased. These vast
monopolies raise the prices of everything the farmer has
to buy and then turn around and fix the prices of the things
the farmer has to sell below the cost of production.

Take the dairy farmers, for instance, and you will find that
practically all the processors of dairy products are in some
kind of combination that enables monopolies to control the
price of milk as it leaves the farmers’ hands, with the excep-
tion of the cooperative creameries and cooperative cheese
plants and other farm cooperatives which the farmers con-
trol themselves.

Look at the cottonseed industry and see how it is con-
trolled by & vast monopoly. Measured in bushels, the cotton-
seed crop of the South amounts to about two-thirds of the
wheat crop of the entire United States. A bushel of cotton-
seed has more food value than a bushel of wheat, yet the
processors of cottonseed products are controlled by great
monopolies that fix the price of cottonseed far below their
economic value, thus robbing the cotton farmers of millions
of dollars every year, and making tenants out of landowners
by the thousands, while we pass a bill here to make one
landowner out of one tenant in each county each year.

Look at your wheat and corn farmers and see how they
are plundered by the great monopolies that control the
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processing agencies of those commodities. A man in Kansas
looks out of his window over a vast field of wheat, while he
eats shredded wheat prepared in Chicago. A tomato grower
in south Mississippi sits down to a meal and eats tomato
catsup invariably put up in Pittsburgh, Pa., while a corn
farmer in Nebraska or Iowa eats cornflakes processed in
Battle Creek, Mich.; and all of them pay at least 10 times
and often 100 times or 500 times as much for the processed
product as they received when they sold the raw material.

These processing establishments are controlled by vast
monopolies over which sprawl gigantic holding companies, all
of which reach down into the farmer’s pocket with one
tentacle and take from him the pennies he should receive
for the raw material, while with the other they reach into
the homes of the ultimate consumers and exact their enor-
mous tributes in overcharges for the finished products in
order to maintain and fatten these gigantic monopolies and
the influences that control them.

In addition to all that, the farmer pays the highest utility
rates that can be imposed, limited only by the amount the
traffic will bear, unprotected by his Government or his State.
Telephone rates have become so high that the average
farmer has long since abandoned the use of a telephone,
Electric light and power rates have been so high that, as a
rule, it is like paying rent on his farm if the farmer even
secures enough electricity to furnish lights for his home,
depriving him of the use of a sufficient amount of it to
operate those appliances which make his income pleas-
ant, profitable, and attractive. If we would electrify every
farmhouse in America at the standard T. V. A. rates, it
would do the farmers more good than any other one thing
that has ever been done or attempted.

These are the farm problems with which we must deal.
We cannot cure the trouble by inducing a few tenants to
buy farms on credit when the farmers who own land are
unable to hold it and make a living for themselves and their
families.

‘We can cure this trouble, but it will take a major opera-
tion. This mild ointment will not cure the cancer; we must
go deeper and reach the very root of the trouble.

This is the richest country in all the world. We have the
richest lands, the finest soils, an abundant rainfall, a gentle
climate, and the finest rural population to be found in all
the world. Yet we find that in this twentieth century, this
age of education and progress, when mankind has gained
the greatest ascendency over the forces of nature ever
known in all the ages—with all these advantages, we see our
farmers driven from their farms by abnormal prices for
what they must buy, depressed prices for what they sell,
exorbitant taxes compared with their meager incomes, in-
terest rates all out of proportion, indirect taxes on every-
thing they purchase, and their very lives regulated by
remote control.

We cannot cure this situation by inducing a few people
to buy farms on credit, but we must go to the root of the
trouble and take from the back of the farmer those burdens
which selfish interests have placed upon him and give him
the benefits made possible by our modern civilization, pro-
tect him from oppressive monopolies, and permit him to
share in the use of our natural resources. Then the farmer
will become prosperous and independent, We will then stop
making tenants out of landowners by impoverishing the
man who toils, but we will make it possible for the present
landowners to retain their homes and for the enterprising
tenants to acquire land of their own. [Applause.]

Mr. GRAY of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, we hear men talk
very assuringly about giving economic security to the farm-
ers who are in debt. But there is no economic security for
the farmers in debt under existing conditions today.

We hear men holding out the hope to the farmers, labor-
ing under mortgage debts, of independence as home owners,
but there is and can be no such independence with the farm-
ers in debt under existing conditions.

The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. BierMANN] has offered an
amendment to hold the farmers in debt on their farms by
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preventing the farmers from selling their property and giv-
ing them wholesome counsel and advice. But there is no way
under which, by giving advice, encouragement, or otherwise
to hold farmers who are in debt on their farms.

There was a farmer in my district with only a debt of
two-thirds on his farm. He disappeared one dark night
when love and innocence sleeps and when found later in
another State, explaining the cause of his secret departure,
said he was afraid that he would be made to keep his farm.

To give the farmer economic security and independence
as a home owner, we must go back to fundamentals. We
must go back to first principles. We must go back to the
source of the evil and remedy the cause of farm tenancy, the
cause which drove the farmer from his farm.

First, we must go back to 1921-22, when, in the course of

less than 18 months over 2,000,000 farmers lost their farms
and either became tenants on their own land or were com-
pelled to move and to live under strange landlords.
. Then following this wholesale movement of farmers leav-
ing their farms to become wandering farm tenants, hundreds
of thousands of other farmers lost their farms annually until
the army of tenancy had become a threatening menace to
the peace and order of the country.

It was in 1924 that the loaning insurance companies, be-
coming landlords of their mortgaged farms, applied to the
Agriculture Department to create a farm-manager bureau
to educate men as farm managers to manage 20,000-acre
farms or tracts with former farm landowners as their
tenants.

Then, following this and between 1924 and 1929, farm con-
ditions became relaxed and relieved and many existing mort-
gages were changed, not by payment but by renewal of the
old debt. And following 1929 mortgages were again fore-
closed and other millions of farmers were dispossessed as
owners and became tenants on their own land.

These farmers became tenants not because the Govern-
ment did not loan them money, nor because they could not
meet and pay the amount of the mortgage they promised to
pay, but because of the fall of values and the price level
which compelled them to pay back to mortgagees with two,
three, or four times the farm products they had promised
and obligated themselves to pay.

The farm owners became tenants because under the farm
values and prices their farms fell in value until the value of
the farm home mortgaged to only one-half of its value was
now less than the mortgage debt, or calling for two or
three times the farm products and labor to pay.

Until farm values are made stable and unchanging it is
folly to put farmers back on farms under mortgages equal-
ing their full value and expect them to pay and become
owners and regain so-called economic security and become
independent home owners.

But restore farm values and the price level to their former
and normal state and farm laborers will again save, buy
themselves a farm of their own, and pay their mortgage
debts and achieve economic security without Government
or other aid.

I am supporting this bill, not in the hope of giving
farmers economic security buf to support the principle of
farm relief and to hold the farmers on the land until
Congress can recover the control of the public currency of
the country and thereby stabilize values and prices.

The causes driving millions of farmers from their farms
and country homes to become roving tenants must be first
removed and overcome before we can restore farmers back
upon the land and keep them there and rescue agriculture
from the menace of tenancy.

But the evils of fluctuating money values, the evil of fall-
ing values and the price level, are not the only evils to be
remedied to stop augmenting the army of farm tenants in-
creasing now year by year and creating a greater menace
than ever before.

Agriculfural land in the United States is fast losing the
fertility of the soil by erosion and water carrying the fer-
tility from the land, until over 50,000,000 acres of land have
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become worthless for cultivation and have been deserted by
the farmers to become tenants upon other land.

This is not a charge against farmers, nor against farmers
as a class of people. If is only an oversight, overlooked by
all, which could not have been seen in advance even by
natural scientists and critical students in time to be warned
against and remedied. And now the loss and waste have
gone too far to be stopped except by Federal aid.

And even now, with the appalling loss and waste of the
fertility of our rich farmland open to be observed by the
world, the Nation is standing aghast, beholding the wasted
and eroded fields, and is pausing to formulate a program
for conservation and reclamation of once fertile land.

The farmers living upon these 50,000,000 acres have de-
serted the farm homes of their ancestors with hundreds
of millions more acres doomed to go, with the coming of
not to exceed 3 or 4 years, and the farm owners of these lands
will be likewise forced to leave their homes to join the band
of wandering farm tenants.

With these evil causes still operating to drive farmers
from their land, declaring economic security for the farmers,
independence for the farm home owners, and loaning them
the full value of their farms with interest, upkeep, and taxes
to pay will not solve the problem of farm tenancy.

And there are other causes contributing to farm tenancy
which must be removed and overcome, and the farmers re-
lieved from the burdens of which, before they can assume
debt obligations equal to ‘the whole value of their farms,
and pay their way to economic recovery and independence.

One of these burdens bearing upon the farmer is the in- °
equality of the prices he réceives with the prices he is com-
pelled to pay for his supplies and farm equipment, and ma-
terials for repairs' and upkeep. He must have parity of
prices for what he has fo sell and buy.

It is folly to loan to a farmer the whole value of a farm
and expect him to pay the debt and become an independent
home owner when the same farmer could not pay the one-
half mortgage on his farm and was compelled to suffer
foreclosure under these same conditions.

To make this legislation a success in restoring farmers back
on the farm they must first be given economic stability, must
be safeguarded against fall of prices, must have Federal aid
in reclaiming soil fertility, and must have equality of prices
for what he has to sell and buy.

Without restoring normal farm values, without stabilizing
farm prices under which to pay these farm debts, and without
conserving the resources of eroding land and wasting soil fer-
tility, loaning money to the farmers to buy a farm today will
be only a vain gesture or maneuver, and farm tenancy will
remain a growing evil tomorrow. [Applause.]

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I understand there will be
several amendments to this section. I ask unanimous con-
sent that all debate on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Towa now close and that we have a vote on the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks
unanimous consent that all debate on the pending amend-
ment do now close. Is there objection?

lis.r(;-. WADSWORTH. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary in-
quiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Did I understand the gentleman
from Iowa had unanimous consent to amend his amend-
ment?

The CHAIRMAN. That was objected to.

Is there objection to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

Mr. COLDEN. Mr, Chairman, reserving the right to ob-
ject, can the chairman of the Committee on Agriculture in-
form us whether there is any possibility of amending the
Federal Banking Act so as to permit these banks with huge
reserves to lend money on land? This would somewhat
meet the problem. The bankers could be protected by some
method of insurance such as was used in the housing pro-
gram. And may I say in this connection that the country
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banker, more than any other individual, is usually familiar
with the ability to pay and the character of the average
man in his community. If we could open this great source
of idle funds in this country it would help the situation
very much, it seems to me.

Mr. JONES. There are, of course, various ways in which
the Banking Act might be amended, but I would rather not
pass judgment on that as it is within the jurisdiction of
another committee.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. BIERMANN. Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent, inasmuch as so much debate has intervened since the
amendment was reported, that the Clerk may again read
the amendment for the information of the House.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

The Clerk again read the Biermann amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Iowa.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BorL.eau: On page 4, line 9, after the
word “of” where it appears the second time, strike out “3" and
insert in lieu thereof “114.”

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, the amendment is self-
explanatory. It provides for reduction in interest rates from
8 percent down to 1% percent. Many Members, especially
those from agricultural sections have in recent years made
speech after speech upon the stump in which they said that
they believed that interest rates were too high, that the
farmer was being obliged to pay too much in the form of
interest; and a good many Members have said that they
would support the provisions of the Frazier-Lemke bill. One
of the important provisions of the Frazier-Lemke bill was
that interest rates should be 1'% percent. I appeal to you
Members who have made such statements in the campaign
to take this opportunity, which may be the only one af-
forded you during this session of Congress, to reduce the
interest rates. At least give this help to those who will be
benefited under the provisions of this bill.

Then, too, in a recent message delivered to the Congress,
the President of the United States said that one-third of our
people were ill-housed, ill-nourished, and ill-clothed. He
made the statement that a large percentage of our people
were underprivileged. Here today we are attempting, in a
very feeble way, it is true, to give some relief to a large
part of that underprivileged class. If you subsecribe to the
President’s views in that respect, if you subscribe to the
theory that a large percentage of our people need this assist-
ance and for that reason are going to vote for this bill, it
seems to me you should be consistent and should support
an amendment that would reduce the interest rates down to
1% percent.

One and a half percent is enough interest to be paid to
the Government to insure that the operations conducted
under the bill will not cost the Federal Treasury one red
cent. The Federal Treasury can get this money for less
than 115 percent, and I submit to you that they should
lend this money to the farmers at this rate. If, perchance,
the cost of administration should be proportionately unduly
high because of our effort to do a big job with a little bit of
money; if, perchance, the administrative cost is excessive,
do not tie this additional cost around the necks of the
people you are going to help. I submit to you that if we
adopt a proper plan for the relief of sharecroppers and
farm tenants, if we can do the job charging not more than
1%-percent interest, again referring to the statement of the
President of the United States, the time to do that job is
now.

Mr. BOILEAU. I yield.
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Mr. CRAWFORD. I think it is very interesting to observe
that the man who has a first mortgage on his farm pays
4 percent; a second mortgage, 5 percent. The pending bill
provides 3 percent on loans made under it. Other branches
of organized industry get as low as three-fourths of 1 per-
cent and 1 percent per annum. This is supposed to be
social insurance, social lending, social rates. What do we
call rates of interest such as one-fourth of 1 percent, one-
half of 1 percent, and 1 percent?

Mr. BOILEAU. I submit to the genileman that the cost
should be 1. percent. This bill if properly administered,
as I hope it will be, can be carried out so there will not be
any loss to the Treasury at that rate. I do not believe there
is any justification for saddling around the necks of these
pepeop}emn,t who are practically destitute, an interest rate of 3

Oh, it will be said that these are lower than he can get
almost any other place. I submit that it is lower than the
farmers can get, but it is not as low as many of the privi-
leged groups in this country can get. I submit, furthermore,
that if we are going to give any help to these people it must
be by way of reducing the interest rate that has been eating
up all of the profits of agriculture for so many years.

Mr, PETERSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I was delighted to hear the statement of
the gentleman from Mississippi a few minutes ago that this
bill does not touch the vital question ithat now affects the
American farm population. In reply to questions asked me
by other Members while I was speaking a few minutes ago,
may I say that in reality from an economic standpoint,
what this piece of legislation does to those who come under
its influence and effect is to decrease rather than increase
their cash net income.

Mr. LUCAS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PETERSON of Georgia. I deeline to yield.

Mr. Chairman, I call the attention of the Members of the
House to a table that has been prepared from the census of
1930, which is the last complete farm census available, and
I may say incidentally in that year the farm income only
lacked about 4 percent of being upon a parity with the in-
dustrial income of this Nation. This census shows that dur-
ing that year the average farm laborer who labored as a
tenant had a monthly net cash income of $28 per month,
while the average farm operator who owned his own farm
and had a mortgage on it received an average net cash
income of only $20 a month, or $8 less than the tenant.

In the State of North Carolina, from whence comes the
gentleman who asked me questions previously, we find that
the average net cash income of the tenants in 1930 was $11
per month, while the average net cash income of the owner-
operator, whose land was mortgaged, was $7 per month, or
$4 less than the tenant.

Mr. Chairman, we are not putting those farmers in a posi-
tion of economic independence. We are simply pauperizing
and putting them deeper into serfdom if this proposal is
put into operation.

There has been mentioned during the debate on this pro-
posal the great work that has been done in the natien of
Denmark under a similar proposal. I may say to the mem-
bership that for over 30 years Denmark has been following
a very similar, yea, an almost identical, program. I quote
from a periodical that was prepared and issued by the
United States Department of Agriculture:

Beginning in 1899, and at frequent intervals since that time,
Denmark has passed laws providing for Government loans to indi-
viduals for the acquisition of land and construction of buildings.
All the laws have permitted the loans to cover an unusually large
part of the value of the property, usually up to 90 percent, and
the interest rate has been consistently low.

What did they find after an exhaustive survey?—

One of the greatest draw-backs to profitable operation of farms
in Denmark is the high price of land, caused principally by heavy
encumbrances.

What did they find in their summary?

[Here the gavel fell.l
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Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
all debate on this amendment close in 5 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. MASSINGALE. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out
the last word.

Mr, Chairman, I find from the discussion of this bill that
we must all be kinsfolk in America. Down in Oklahoma this
is a most fertile field for oratory. I find that must be true
all over this Union from remarks I have heard in the dis-
cussion of this bill.

Why is it, Mr. Chairman, that all of a sudden there is a
flood of oratory in this House eulogizing the farmer? This
Congress has been in existence for about 150 years and we
have kept the farmer outside the pale during that time.
Now he has become g kind of hero in Congress. I wonder
if it is not due to the fact that we have just recently dis-
covered that we are living in a land of sleeping giants who
may suddenly awake and demand recognition of their rights
before the Congress of the United States?

I live in a farming district, inhabited by the very pick of
the men and women of America. These folks have been
demanding recognition and we have not given it to them.

Mr. Chairman, I am going to support this bill, not because
I believe it carries any worth-while recognition of the farm-
ers, or gives them any real service, but because it makes a
crack in the wall of exclusion that has held them out for
these 150 years, in the hope that crack will grow larger and
after a while something will be done of substantial worth
to the farm class in America.

Let me tell you something further. You go up to Detroit
and that manufacturing district and you have a citizenship
that is torn asunder. You do not know whether that flag
that floats there is in danger in the Detroit region or not.
You go to the farmers of this Union, give them a new toe-
hold, give them a place they may call home, and then pro-
tect them with something like cost of production and a
decent farm program and you have an abiding faith for the
flag of this Union and America will always be safe. [Ap-
plause.] :

[Here the gavel fell.]

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Bomeaul.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment, which I send to the Clerk’s desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered-by Mr. CorFeE of Nebraska: Page 8, line 23,
after the word “excess”, insert “of 90 percent.”

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, this amend-
ment is offered for the serious consideration of the Members
of tt:; House. The amendment lost by a small vote in com-
mi i

We are embarking on a new program that will involve
this Government in the expenditure of millions, if not hil-
lions, of dollars. The question is, If we embark on this
program, are we going on a reasonable basis, or on one that
no c;ne can defend as being sound from a lending stand-
point?

Under the provisions of this bill it is proposed to loan 100
percent of the value of the farm. Bear in mind there are
approximately 3,000 counties in the United States, and that
at $5,000 per farm it would require $15,000,000 to finance
just one tenant in each county. It would require about
$14,000,000,000 to finance all the 2,860,000 tenanf farmers in
the United States. To finance 1 percent of them would
require approximately $140,000,000.

Do you want to commit the United States Government to
a program where it will lend 100 percent of the purchase
price, or would you prefer a more sound program which will
provide for lending only 90 percent of the purchase price
thus requiring the tenant fo put up a 10-percent down
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payment? Bear in mind you are not doing a tenant a favor
when you load him down with 100-percent indebtedness.
If the farm owners who today are farming with mortgages
of only 50 and 75 percent of the yalue of their farms are
having difficulty financing their farming operations, how
do y'c;u expect a man to succeed with a 100-percent mort-
gage

By the adoption of this amendment you will help protect
the credit of the United States Government. The Federal
Government has been looking after the distress needs of
our people for the last few years, and it is now time for
the people of the country to help look after distress needs
of the Federal Gevernment. [Applause.]

Mr, O’'CONNOR of Montana. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. I shall be pleased to yield
when I finish my statement.

The farm tenants and sharecroppers in this country will
soon realize that, even with $50,000,000 a year appropriated
for this purpose, less than 1 percent of them could be
financed to purchase a farm. I fully realize that very
little of this money will reach Nebraska. My objective is
to prevent, as far as I can, the inauguration of unsound
experiments by the Federal Government that may in the
future lead to such vast appropriations as to impair the
credit of the Federal Government.

The farmers in my State are not asking for this legisla-
tion. They are more interested in farm prices. If farming
is profitable, the owners and fenants alike are prosperous.
There are in Nebraska today many tenants who, if they
wanted to, could buy on reasonable terms the farms they
are operating. Most of them are wise in not purchasing
until they are financially able to assume the risk and re-
sponsibilities of ownership,

By requiring only a 10-percent payment, no one could
contend that the Government was not offering a most lib-
eral provision. Without this provision, many tenants will
be encouraged to assume the responsibilities of ownership
who will not be able to pay their taxes and interest and
eventually will lose their farms through foreclosure. Had
they remained as fenants until they had accumulated suffi-
cient funds, stock, and equipment, they perhaps would have
made a success of the venfure. Some would undoubtedly
be much better off renting the land on a share basis where
the owner shared in the loss from drought, hail, grasshop-
pers, and other hazards that are always a threat to the
farmer in many sections of this country.

There is no one more interested in assisting the farmers
of this country than I am. Forty-nine percent of the farm-
ers in Nebraska are tenants, but I am glad to say that the
tenants are getting along just as well as the owners. If we
make farming profitable, there will be no tenant problem in
Nebraska. The tenants who want to buy a farm will be able
to make the 10-percent down payment and take advantage
of the liberal terms provided in this measure.

Mr. O'CONNOR or Montana. Will the gentleman yield
for just a question?

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. T yield, briefly, for a question.

Mr. O'CONNOR of Montana. Is it not a fact the Federal
land bank lends money on the basis of 75 percent of the
valuation of the property?

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. The gentleman is correct, if
the Federal land-bank loan and commissioner loan is com-.
bined. The Federal land bank is now selling to tenants
most of the farms they had to take over. They will, however,
not sell unless they have a substantial down payment.

In my judgment it is a mistake to authorize any Federal
agency to loan 100 percent of the purchase price of a farm.
We have provided under fitle II for rehabilitation loans
which are justified. The money put into the purchase of one
farm would perhaps take care of 10 rehabilitation clients,

I submit that if you want this tenant program to succeed
without criticism and to have the support of the country in
years to come, you will vote for my amendment. You cannot
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justify authorizing a Federal agency to loan 100 percent of
the purchase price, but you can justify your position in
authorizing leans not to exceed 90 percent of the purchase
price. -

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. MAHON of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amend-
ment to the amendment offered by the gentleman from
Nebraska [Mr. CorFrFeel.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MagoN of Texas to the amendment
offered by Mr. CorreE of Nebraska: After section 3, page 3, strike
out “90 percent” and insert “85 percent.”

Mr. MAHON of Texas. Mr. Chairman, like the gentleman
from Nebraska [Mr. Correel, for whose judgment I have
high regard, I represent an agricultural district. I represent
25 of the best farm counties in Texas. I cannof express too
strongly my interest in helpful farm legislation and a wise
farm program. I am especially interested in a farm-home-
ownership program to combat the growth of farm tenancy.
I regret to report that 61 percent of the farmers of my dis-
trict have as yet been unable, largely because of adverse
circumstances and low prices for farm products, to become
owners of the farms they cultivate. It goes without saying
that I would not favor anything I thought would be injurious
to the farmers of my district. Such an attitude would be
unfair to the people I represent and politically unwise.

My amendment provides that no applicant for a loan
vnder this act shall receive a loan on land in excess of 95
percent of the value of the land. In other words, the
farmer would put up 5 percenf of the value of the farm
which he proposed to purchase. This would be $250 on a
$5,000 farm. I cannot see anything wrong with this prin-
ciple of a down payment on the farm to be bought. Our
farmers know the difficulties involved in buying land. They
want to start out on a sound basis. They are not looking
for a semirelief contract. They want a fair chance to
become home owners in their own right.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MAHON of Texas. Yes.

Mr. COOLEY. Does not the gentleman recognize that
this is an experiment?

Mr. MAHON of Texas. I do.

Mr. COOLEY. Does the gentleman think, if it is an ex-
periment, that we should undertake o put it on a sound
financial basis rather than on an experimental basis?

Mr. MAHON of Texas. I think we cught to start out on
the soundest basis we possibly can. If we want to invite
disaster and pull the mountain down upon the tenant farm-
ers of America, we are at liberty fo do so, but if we want
to start right in the beginning and build well the structure
in which we are interested today, we will try to proceed
cautiously and wisely in the beginning of the administra-
tion of this measure. If the tenant cannot pay $250 as a
down payment, how is he going to pay interest at the rate
of 3 percent, which will be $150 the next year, and the taxes
on the land?

I do not want to see the tenant farmers in my district go
into an undertaking which from its inception is bound to
fail. There are many farm families in this country who are
longing for a chance to buy a home with a small down pay-
ment and a guaranty of proper credit facilities. The aims
of the Government could not be directed in more worth-

" while channels.

Mr. COOLEY. Will the gentleman yield for a brief ques-
tion?

Mr. MAHON of Texas. Yes.

Mr. COOLEY. Does the gentleman realize that under
the provisions of this bill the person who is able to make
an initial payment is to be given a preference? The pro-
vision is very specific.

Mr. MAHON of Texas. There is no mandatory provision
in the bill to the effect that the man who can make a
down payment shall get the farm.

Mr. COOLEY. Does the gentleman realize that many peo-
ple might be able to make a down payment who would be
otherwise objectionable?
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Mr. MAHON of Texas. Certainly; and we provide that
they must be first-class risks,

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. Mr, Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. MAHON of Texas. Yes.

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. Does not the gentleman
think that if his amendment is adopted a down payment
would represent some evidence of good faith on the part of
the tenant and some evidence of a serious intention and pur-
pose to make the farm a success?

lfr. MAHON of Texas. The gentleman is eminently cor-
rect.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. HOPE. Mr, Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment offered by the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr,
CorrFEE].

Mr. Chairman, this bill, of course, does not require that
loans be made to the full value of the land. It permits loans
up fo that amount, but it specifically provides that preference
shall be given to the farmer who is able to make a down
payment.

Now, as has been said a number of times in the course of
this discussion, this bill is an experiment, and if it is an
experiment, I feel the Department of Agriculture ought to
have an opportunity, under the provisions of the hill, to make
it somewhat flexible. There may be some parts of the coun-
try in which it would be better and sounder to require a down
payment of maybe more than 10 percent, and in other sections
it might be desirable to make these loans without a down pay-
ment. I think the Department ought to have the opportunity
to try out different methods and make loans on a different
basis within the limits of the bill, in order to determine what
policy we shall finally adopt if we find that this experiment
is successful.

The greatest success that has been made in this type of
project anywhere in the world has been in Ireland. They
began back in 1870 in Ireland to solve their tenant problem
by making loans to tenants to purchase land, and they began
by making the loans on the basis of 66.7 percent, or two-
thirds of the value. Then they raised it to 75 percent, but
ever since 1881 they have made these loans on the basis of
100 percent. During this time they have loaned approxi-
mately $725,000,000 and have made owners or put on the road
to ownership 547,000 tenants. So that whereas back in 1870,
97 percent of the farmers of Ireland were tenants and 3 per-
cent were owners, now the percentage is just the reverse and
97 percent are owners and 3 percent are tenants. Practically
all of this was done on the basis of loans at 100 percent of the
value of the land.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for a
question?

Mr. HOPE. Yes.

Mr, JONES. The gentleman mentioned the fact that
preference is given to the one who can make an initial pay-
ment, also preference is given to the one who has equipment
and machinery, and is it not frequently a sounder loan to
lend 100 percent to a man who has equipment and machinery
to operate a farm than 95 percent to a man who does not
have such equipment; and the adoption of either of these
amendments would make it so that the man who had plenty
of machinery and plenty of equipment to farm probably
would be turned down for the man who had a 5-percent
payment, even though he had no equipment whatever,

Mr. HOPE. I agree with the gentleman entirely.

[Here the gavel fell.]

ul:ri. HOOK. Mr, Chairman, I move to strike out the last
w

Mr. Chairman, I did not intend to talk on this bill because
of the fact that the State of Michigan is not faced with the
problem of tenancy, because we only have about 19 percent
of tenancy, but one of the previous speakers here today
mentioned the fact that the flag of our country was being
desecrated in the city of Detroit.

Let us go back a few years to the days when the I. W. W.’s
were out in the wheat fields and went through the farming
country and burned the barns and burned the wheat fields.
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Did we consider that the farmers were desecrating the flag
of the United States of America? No! That same element
today is in the city of Detroit. This is the element that has
worked its way into the labor movement in America and it
is the element that labor leaders must take out of its ranks.
The city of Detroit and the good people of Detroit are not
desecrating the flag of America. It is the communistic ele-
ment that has crept into labor that is desecrating the flag.
It is bent on destroying not only the labor movement but
the very principles upon which this democracy is founded.

I have always been a friend of labor, and I well remember
when the United Mine Workers of America was a real or-
ganization—and I am weighing well my words—when John
L. Lewis was at the head of that organization, and when he,
in no uncertain terms, condemned certain communistic lead-
ers and drove them out of that miners’ organization because
he said they were there for disruptive work from within, and
now where are those very Communists he condemned? They
are the first lieutenants of John L. Lewis in the C. I, O. to-
day—Phil Murray, John Brophy, Powers Hapgood, and
others. He cannot deny it. Why the change of heart?

Let me say to you that while I was back in my district
some of the real, honest C. 1. O. labor organizers came to me
and begged me to use my infiluence to have the C. I. O. and its
leaders take these Communists as organizers out of that
organization. I am not opposed to the C. L O. or to indus-
trial organizations, but I am opposed to the communistic,
anarchistic organization that is working from within, and
that is going to disrupt labor if it is allowed to go on. Yes;
disrupt this Nation, but only temporarily, because real Amer-
icans accept the challenge and will never bow to communistic,
irreligious slavery.

As it has been mentioned here that the crack is open for
the farmer to come in, let us open a crack for labor to come
into this House of Representatives and be recognized. Let
us pass laws outlawing the right of any employer or employee,
engaged in the manufacture of goods that will go into inter-
state commerce, to arm his factory. Let me suggest that we
may pass legislation that will make it a crime to transport
men from one place to another or from one State to another,
if you please, either for strikebreaking or strike picketing ex-
cepting troops authorized by lawful authority, Lawful pick-
eting is the right of labor. The right to strike is their only
weapon; but do not let some Communist, who has not the
interest of labor at heart, direct that strike. The American
Federation of Labor refuses to allow known Communists
within their ranks, and I congratulate them for it. When
the C. I O. enforces such a rule they will gain the respect of
the American people, but until then they will continue to lose
in the eyes of public opinion, and public opinion rules in
America.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I did not make the point of
order to the remarks of the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
Hooxk], but I shall hereafter when outside matters are dis-
cussed make the point of order, because we have a great
many who want to discuss this particular measure. I want
to see now if we cannot agree upon a time limit for dis-
cussion of this section. I ask unanimous consent that in
the further discussion of this section, the speeches shall
be limited to 3 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

Mr. FLANNAGAN. Mr. Chairman, I object.

Mr, JONES. Then, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that each of the amendments that are to be offered
to this section be read first for the information of the
committee.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read the amendments
in the order in which they reach the desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment by Mr. Warren: Amend section 8 on page 8, line

25, by inserting after the word “farm"” the words “and for the
necessary repairs and improvements thereon.” g
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Mr. WARREN. Mr, Chairman, I rise merely to state that
I do not wish any time on that particular amendment, be-
cause I understand it is entirely satisfactory fo the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. Jones]. While I have the floor, however,
because of inquiry raised by many Members, I announce that
I shall offer a very important clarifying amendment to section
43 later. I understand there is no objection to the pending
amendment.

Mr. JONES. Mr, Chairman, I have no objection to the
amendment, and I ask for a vote.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by Mr., WARREN,

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Pace: Page 5, insert:

“(7) Contain a walver by the borrower of all rights and benefits
under the terms of the act approved August 28, 1935, commonly
referred to as the Frazier-Lemke Act, as against the Secretary of
Agriculture until he has paid as much as 15 percent, of the reason-
able value of the farm.”

Mr, JONES. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the point of order
upon that amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Crawrorp: Page 5, line 18, strike out
the figures “$25,000,000" and insert *“$15,000,000."”

Mr. JONES. That is to the next section.

The CHAIRMAN. We have nof reached that part of the
bill.
The Clerk will report the next amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MamoN of Texas. Page 3, line 22,
and page 4, lines 1 and 2, strike out all of paragraph (a) of section
8 and insert in lieu thereof the following:

“Loans made under this title shall not exceed $6,500 to any one
applicant and shall not be in excess of the amount certified by
the county committee to be the value of the farm, and shall not
exceed the amount necessary to enable the borrower to acquire
thetfham;sndshﬂlbasecuredbyanrstmortgsgewdeedattrusb
m a arm-!) .

The CHATIRMAN. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Tum 5
words “secured by", strike out the r er

and insert: “instruments vesting the
the Sec

cuted in connection with such loan.”

The Clerk read as follows:

Another amendment offered by Mr. Tarver: Page 5, line 3, after
the word “payable”, strike out the period and insert a colon and
the following proviso: “Provided, That the borrower shall not, for
a period of 5 years after the loan is granted, nor at any time
until 25 percent of the loan has been repaid, have an assignable in-
terest in the farm unless the Secretary agrees that such interest
shall vest in him, nor shall he have any equitable or other interest
subject to levy and sale under process in favor of creditors under
the laws of any State for such period of 5 years.”

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Brermanw: Page 4, line 6, after the
word “not”, insert “less than twenty nor.”

Page 4, strike out lines 24 and 25; and on page b, strike out
lines 1 to 3, inclusive, and insert:

*(6) Provide that the borrower shall not voluntarily assign, sell,
or otherwise transfer the farm or any interest thereunder, without
the consent of the Secretary, and provide that upon involuntary
transfer or sale, the Secretary may declare the amount unpaid
immediately due and payable.

“(7) Provide that upon satisfaction of the borrower’s obligation
but not less than 20 years after the making of the loan, he ghall
be entitled to the farm free of any estate or property interest
mtalneghythesecretarytosecurethemmmionoftheobn-
gation.

Page b, line 5, before the period, insert a comma and the follow=
ing: “except that the final payment of any sum due sball not ba
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accepted if the effect of such acceptance would be to make ineffec-
tive the 20-year limitation provided in paragraph 1 of subsection
(b) of this section.”

Amendment offered by Mr. FLANNAGAN to amend the Blermann
amendment: Strike out the word “twenty” where it appears in
the Biermann amendment and insert the word “ten.”

Mr. KLEBERG. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the
last three words.

The discussion of this particular bill has taken a wide
range, and I do not propose to go into a discussion of the bill
in its entirety, but will confine my remarks to the record as
it appears today, and to references which have been made to
the Farm Credit Administration during this debate,

I want to call the attention of the House to the fact that
despite every effort having been made to show that the farm
tenants of America have been the forgotten people of this
land, in the year 1936 this very Farm Credit Administration,
which has been accused here of holding up the people and of
ruthless foreclosures, put 20,000 farms into the hands of
new farm owners. About 10,000 of those farms to which
I refer came to the Farm Credit Administration following ad-
vances under mortgages created in 1920 under the Federal
land bank. The particular 10,000 to which I refer were
abandoned, and there was no real action in foreclosure, be-
cause the then owners of the farms had no interest what-
soever in retaining them, due to taxes and other matters.

In the case of the other 10,000 farms, money was advanced
to the extent of over 75 percent of the value of the farms to

:those who could make the proper showing as proper credit
risks under the Farm Credit Administration. The F. C. A.,
therefore, made advances of in the neighborhood of $50,000,-
. 000 toward the solution of the tenant problem in the United
States. I think it is perfectly fair that this debate should
keep the record clear as to the work of the Farm Credit
Administration, both in refinancing and in bringing people
back to farms which had no people on them, and farms that
were then owned by the Government and held by the Farm
Credit Administration. Those 20,000 farms bear the fol-
lowing ratio to the total credit extended by the Farm Credit
Administration up until April 30 of this year:

Eight hundred and fifty thousand farms refinanced by the
Farm Credit Administration; 10,000 of the farms sold came
in by abandonment proceedings on the part of the owners,
and in the case of the 10,000 other farms, credit was ad-
vanced in most instances to tenant farmers who had saved
enough out of their operations to make the proper first pay-
ments and to meet the credit requirements of the Farm
Credit Administration.

In connection with the amendment offered by the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Texas, we have rather definite
evidence that there are many farm tenants in these United
States, sharecroppers and tenants alike, men of sufficient
ability and earnestness of desire to permit them to make a
reasonable down payment, showing, first, good faith, and,
second, placing the operation of this administration on a
basis which would be reasonably sound and in accordance
with the practice heretofore established by the present ad-
ministration.

I feel very strongly about this matter. I propose o vote
for the amendment offered by the gentleman from Nebraska
[Mr. CorrEg], first, because I think 10 percent is not too
much down payment to require during the administration of
the early operations of this act, and, failing in that amend-
ment, I will vote for the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. MaHON].

In summation, the bill under consideration will provide
credit up to 100 percent of the value of the farm and will
furnish finances sufficient to put about 2,000 farms in the
hands of now tenant farmers.

We already have evidence that the F. C. A. has done well by
10 times that number in 1 year, and will continue so to do
in a sound, orderly way.

None of the farms held by the Farm Credit Administration
during the aforementioned operations were acquired after
1933,
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The Farm Credit Administration now has about 28,321
farms evidenced by sheriff’s certificates and a very, very
few of these acquired by foreclosure.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. ErLeEBerG] has expired.

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
pending amendments. My State of New Hampshire has
about the lowest proportion of tenancy of any State in the
Union. Nevertheless, I well understand this is a national
problem and as such it commands my sympathetic interest
and attention.

I want to say at the beginning of my remarks that I
find myself not in accord with the gentleman from North
Carolina, who by his interrogation of one of the Members
a few moments ago suggested that matters of an experi-
mental nature in government were justified in being based
upon a basis which is not sound.

For either experimental or permanent legislation there
is one fundamental requirement: It must be sound all the
way through. Nothing will bring this country into evil
days any more than setting up experimental legislation
that is not sound in its provisions.

Some years ago I went to the Secretary of Agriculture
and demanded the report made by Mary Connor Myers, &
Government, investigator, on the subject of farm tenancy.
This report was made by her for the Department of Agri-
culture. It was not made public. It was ordered sup-
pressed by the Department. I was granted an opportunity,
however, of reading that report in its entirety and I be-
came well aware of the terrible conditions of the tenant
farmers and sharecroppers through the medium of that
report.

I want to support this legislation, as a national experi-
ment to try and do something to meet a serious situation,
but I want to see it sound. To that end I would like to have
the amendment of the gentleman from Nebraska adopted
placing only a 90-percent burden on the Government.

Some time ago when our House Committee on Agriculture
had under consideration the original bill H. R. 8, we finally
repudiated the bill because it would put the Government
into the business of buying and selling land. The committee
took this action despite the fact that its members were put
under great pressure from the administration and were sub-
ject to cajolery and threats.

It was to the everlasting credit of those who resisted such
methods. That is now a matter of record.

Addressing myself now to the chairman of the Committee
on Agriculture I need not have the gift of prophecy to real-
ize that when this bill goes to the Senate, in all probability
that body will put in the bill the original provision for the
buying and selling of land by the Government. If the bill
comes back to the House containing this provision, address-
ing myself to the chairman of my committee and to the
gentleman from Nebraska, I ask them if they will support
me in a resolution of the House instructing the conferees
to stand against that provision for buying and selling land
and to eliminate it from the bill. What do you say, Mr.
Chairman?

Mr. JONES. We have not gotten this bill to conference
yet. I am going to sustain the position of the House as best
I can.

Mr. TOBEY. Coming events cast their shadows before
them, however, sir.

Mr. JONES. I do not think the gentleman will expect me
to make a commitment thus far in advance,

Mr. TOBEY. Give me a little friendly advice. What do
you think, sub rosa?

Mr. JONES. I cannotf see that what I might think would
be governing in that respect. I know that the gentleman
feels that I will do the best I can in working ouf the bill.

Mr. TOBEY. I want to go on record here and now that
I on behalf of this House, to sustain the position of the
House, will support a resolution instructing the conferees
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to strike out such a provision if inserted in the bill by the
Senate. Will you gentlemen support me?

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. I am for the gentleman.

Mr. TOBEY. One thing more, Mr. Chairman. We hear
a lot of statistics these days about the number and activities
of Government departments. This bill would add to our
already topheavy bureaucracy. The bureaucrats are often
in each other’s way, stumbling over each other. Often their
statements are at cross purposes one with the other. Here
is a bill which aims to put thousands more people on the
farms of America. Many other pieces of farm legislation
have that import behind them through granting more credit,
and lower rates of interest—trying to get more people on
the farms. Listen, Mr. Chairman Jones, of Texas, while I
read an amazing statement coming from no less a man than
Dr. O. E. Baker, population authority for the United States
Department of Agriculture. In an Associated Press article
in the Washington Post today he is reported to have said in
an address at Purdue University Institute on American Policy
and Technology on June 28:

Half of the Nation’s farms now operating are not needed to feed
and clothe the people.

Is that true in the gentleman’s judgment?

Mr. JONES. I do not think so.

Mr. TOBEY. Then I submit to the chairman of the
Committee on Agriculture that this is another bureaucratic
incongruity.

Mr. JONES. You cannot prove a thing by newspaper
statements.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. HILL of Alabama. Mr. Chairman, I want to ex-
press to the chairman of the committee and to its mem-
bers my appreciation of the work they have done in bring-
ing this bill to the floor of the House. I am sure that but
for the devoted efforts of the chairman and the members
of the committee we would not today have the opportunity
of considering and passing this bill.

I was greatly impressed by the very able address of the
gentleman from New York [Mr. WapsworTH] on yester-
day. I was impressed in the first place because we all
recognize his outstanding ability. In the second place, we
realize that he speaks with authority, having spent all of
his life in the business of farming. In the third place there
is perhaps no man in Congress who is a more devoied ad-
vocate of what we might term individualism, the individual
liberty and individual rights of the people than the gentle-
man from New York. Yet, on yesterday he warned us that
if the Government were to make a success out of this land
purchase and farm-tenant program there had fto be at
least some direction by the Government of the farm tenants.
I am fearful that the language in the House bill looking
to that question is too indefinite and uncertain. The gen-
tleman from New Hampshire has spoken of the conference
committee. I believe that the language in the Senate bill
takes care of this question in & much better way, and I
hope that when this bill is in conference thal some language
will be worked out between the conferees that will insure
the necessary direction and leadership for the tenants who
are to be the beneficiaries of this act.

Mr, Chairman, I am opposed to the two pending amend-
ments, one permitting a loan of 90 percent of the value
of the farm, and the other a loan of 95 percent of the value
of the farm.

‘We must bear in mind that the purchase of the farm is not
the only expenditure that must be made if the farm tenant
is to be put on a farm and then operate it successfully. As
the chairman of the Agricultural Committee suggested in his
question propounded to the gentleman from Kansas, there is
farm machinery to be purchased, which is expensive in itself.
There is seed to be bought. There is work stock, cows, hogs,
and fertilizer to be acquired. There are all kinds of things
that cost money that are essential to the operation of a farm
in addition to the land itself.
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Many of the farm tenants have today little money or
property of any kind, and most of what little they have will
be needed for these other essentials, Given the proper as-
sistance and direction by the Government, it is astounding
with what success they work out their welfare. The record of
rehabilitation work by the Resettlement Administration
shows interesting and worth-while accomplishments among
the class of farmers that we would now make farm owners.

In 1935 there were 13,259 rehabilitation clients in Alabama.
This year there are about 12,000. The average cash farm in-
come of the clients in 1935 was $91 per family. In 1936 it
was $226, a gain of 148 percent; and it is estimated that this
year it will be about $460. If this estimate proves to be
approximately accurate, it is evident that their incomes this
year will be about five times what they were in 1935. Most
of the gain in income which occurred between 1935 and 1936,
and which is expected to occur again this year, results from
better farm-management practices and better capital equip-
ment in the hands of the farmer.

In 1935 the average net worth of the 13,259 rural re-
habilitation clients was only $3.03. In other words, the fami-
lies were practically destitute. They had nothing. Today the
average net worth of the rehabilitation clients in Alabama
is $362. This is sfill low, but it is more than 100 times
larger than the 1935 figures. This is a tremendous increase.
The total net worth of all these clients in Alabama in 1935
was only $40,175. Today it is $4,344,000. This is a total gain
in the net worth of the clients during a 2-year period of
$4,303,825. This accomplishment speaks for itself.

The bill before us does not go as far as I would like to see
it go. I fear that it is far too short in its monetary pro-
visions, but in this regard it is the best that we can get under
conditions today. It is at least a beginning toward the solu-
tion of the farm-tenant problem, and we have waited all too
long to attack this problem, one of the most important
challenging the Nation.

During the past 50 years we have seen farm tfenancy in
this country increase from some 25 percent to some 42
percent. We cannot have an economy of security, not to
say of abundance, in a land where nearly half of its agri-
cultural people are tenants. The problem is not sectional,
as is believed by some, for although it is most acute in the
South, yet the census shows that Iowa has a greater degree
of tenancy than Tennessee, Indiana has passed Florida, and
Minnesota’s tenancy ratio exceeds Virginia's. There is
nothing that makes for idleness, ignorance, shiftlessness, in-
security, soil depletion, and poor citizenship like tenancy.
There is nothing that so defeats a wise balanced plan of
agriculture or is so destructive of land conservation as is
tenancy. It was Arthur Young, one of the earliest of our
agricultural economists, who, in his Travels in France, ob-
served concerning the French peasant that “the magic of
property turns sand to gold. Give a man the secure posses-
sion of a bleak rock and he will furn it into a garden, give
him a 9-year lease of a garden and he will convert it into
a desert.”

The late Dr. E. C. Branson, who gave a large part of his
life to a study of the problems of the tenant farmer, tells
us that—

The ownership of land tethers a man to law and order better
than all the laws of the statute books. It breeds in him a sense of
personal worth and family pride. It identifies him with the com-
munity he lives in and gives him a proprietary interest in the
church, and school, and other organizations and enterprises of his
home town or home community. It enables him to hold his
family together, makes him a better father, a better neighbor, and
& better citlzen mainly because it makes him a stable, responsible
member of soclety.

The bill will not only prove a benefit to the tenant capa-
ble of taking advantage of the opportunities offered by it
but it will benefit the landowner in the form of good neigh-
bors, stability of land values, decline of poverty as a public
charge, and a wholesome and enlightened community life.

Our Nation was founded as a nation of farm-owning,
farm-loving, and farm-living people, and it was on the
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cornerstone of individual freedom and individual owner-
ship that our free institutions were established. We know
that Thomas Jefferson’s faith in democracy was based not
so much on his faith in people generally but rather on his
faith in the home-owning agricultural class of the country.
Farm tenancy is subversive of the American way of life.
It is a type of economic serfdom which if permitted to con-
tinue and to grow will threaten and endanger our very form
of government.

Other nations have attacked the tenant problem with
definite success. As early as 1870 Ireland and as far back
as 1899 Denmark undertook the task of reversing the ten-
ant tide. As a result today Ireland is preponderantly a
country of farm owners and Denmark has some 90 percent
of its farmers owner-operators.

England, Scotland, Germany, Holland, Austria, Italy,
Poland, and the Balkan countries are attempting in one
way or the other to curb the evils of the problem. Surely
the hour has come for us to make a beginning. Let us pass
the pending bill that we may make a beginning, to the end
that we may elevate the worth and the dignity of the in-
dividual, that we may recognize that property was created
for man and not man for property, that we may contribute
to the pursuit of the social good, that we may hold fast to
the ideal of free men and free homes in which our Nation
had its birth, and that commen men may own the land.
[Applause.] i 3

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the last nine words.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
all debate on the pending amendment and the amendment
‘thereto close in 3 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. THOMASON of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I am very
much in sympathy with the good purposes of this legisla-
tion and no Member of the House is more interested in its
success than I. The bill has my active support but I want
it to be sound and workable. No class of people in our
country have been more neglected or need assistance so
much as the tenant farmers. The living condition of many
of them is pitiful.

I rise in support of the amendment offered by my colleague
from Texas [Mr. MaroN], I feel that the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Nebraska places the amount
that the tenant must pay too high, but I undertake to say,
Mr. Chairman, that the tenant who is in good faith and who
wants to show some evidence of his serious purpose and in-
tention and of his determination to make a success out of his
purchase, will be very happy to pay something in order that
he may have that feeling and pride of ownership and re-
sponsibility. There are good tenants and sorry tenants,
just like there are good and bad in every line of human
endeavor.

There are some tenant farmers throughout the United
States in the years since 1929 who have met with more
success at farming than the landlords themselves and have
not had the debts, worries, and responsibilities. If he has
the animals, tools, and equipment necessary to start a farm,
he can easily raise the 5 percent. That would be only $150
on a $3,000 farm and only $250 on a $5,000 farm. If he
does not have it, his neighbor, his relative, his banker, his
local merchant or somebody who has faith in him will
assist. I claim you raise his feeling of pride, ownership,
and responsibility when he makes the purchase on that
sort of a basis. He will feel that it is his, that he already
has some of his own money in if, that he is not on charity
or relief. He will also have more incentive to work hard,
economize, manage well, and pay it out.

It is stated that this is an experiment and, of course, it
is an experiment, but look through the pages of the statutes
of the United States and you will not find another single
set-up where the Government has paid or loaned the full
value for a home of any kind. Take the H. O. L. C,, the
Federal Farm Credit, or any Government organization, and
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you will not find that the Government has been Santa Claus
for the full amount., It ought to be on a kind of partnership
basis. There ought to be encouragement and a premium on
thrift and good management. I suggest the amount of cash
payment be very small, but it should be something. If the
purchaser pays absolutely nothing and becomes discouraged
at the end of the first year, he will throw up his hands and
quit. He has no investment, nothing to lose, and has had
free use of the land and improvements for a year. The
thrifty, industrious, and determined tenant will not object
to this. He is the kind who is entitled to preference, for
he is the only kind that will make good.

[Here the gavel fell.]

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Marnon] to the
amendment offered by the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr.
COFFEE],

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. Manon) there were—ayes 18, noes 37.

So the amendment to the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. CoFregl.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr, Joxes) there were—ayes 42, noes 41.

Mr, JONES. Mr. Chairman, as close as that vote is, I
demand tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair appointed Mr. JoNES
and Mr. Corree of Nebraska to act as tellers,

The Committee again divided; and the tellers reported
there were—ayes 58, noes 62.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. BIERMANN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of my
amendment, which has been previously read.

Mr. Chairman, this bill has one purpose; in fact, it has
only one excuse, We have not the right to lend the Gov-
ernment’s money to the extent of 100 percent of the value
of a piece of property at less than the cost of the money
unless there is a very good purpose in view. The purpose,
the only valid excuse, for these unusual loans is to make
owner-operators of farms. But under the bill as it is now
written that purpose is obscured by the ever-present menace
of land speculation.

Under this bill a beneficiary, who has borrowed 100 per-
cent of the value of the farm, can in 3 months or 6 months,
if he can make money by turning the farm over, sell it and
take his profit.

My amendment provides he cannot do that for 20 years.
If the Government lends him 100 percent of the value of the
farm and makes a mortgage extending over a term of 30
years, at an interest rate of 3 percent, which is less than
the cost of the money in spite of what the counterfeiters
may say regarding paper money, the Government has a
right to ask in return that the beneficiaries of the act con-
form to the purpose for which this bill is written, that is,
they, in truth and in fact, become owner-operators. My
amendment simply provides that for 20 years after the
contract has been entered into the beneficiary shall continue
as an owner-operator and shall not become a speculator.
In case of accident or any untoward event the Secretary has
the right to allow the man to sell the farm. However, when
things are going along normally we expect the man to con-
form to his part of the bargain and make an owner-oper-
ator out of himself, which is the purpose of this amendment.

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. BIERMANN. I yield.

Mr. MICHENER. Suppose a man in good faith moves on
a farm and does the best he can, thinking himself a farmer
and a manager, but at the end of 10 years has demonstrated
to himself and everybody else that he just is not the man
for the farm; would the Secretary have discretion under
this bill to permit him to sell the farm and go into some-
thing he can do?

Mr. BIERMANN. Yes; my amendment would not pre-
vent that at all.
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Mr. FLANNAGAN, Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
my amendment to the Biermann amendment.

Mr, Chairman, my amendment only reduces the period
from 20 years to 10 years. I hope the membership of the
House realizes the importance of the Biermann amendment.
To my mind, it is fundamental. The object of this bill is
to bring economic security to the farm tenants of America,
yet under the terms of the bill we are simply picking a
tenant up by the nape of the meck and the seat of his
britches and putting him in the farmer-owner class by
legislative fiat, without throwing around him those safe-
guards and protections prudent legislation demands. It
cannot be done that way. If this Government is going to
rehabilitate the tenants, it should throw arcund them every
protection the Congress can give them. The tenant is not
on the same footing with the farmer who has demonstrated
his ability to cope with his fellow man under our economic
system. The very fact the man is in the tenant class shows
he has not been able under our economic system for some
reason to cope with his fellow man. We are trying to re-
habilitate this man, but we are leaving him at the mercy
of the speculators.

If this legislation is followed by a general farm bill which
will raise the price level of farm products and give the
American farmer at least a parity price for the products
of his soil, then farm values are going fo increase. What
will be the result? Here is a tenant who has been rehabili-
tated through a 100-percent loan. He never had over $200
or $300 in cash in his life. Here comes a speculator and
offers him a $100 or $200 profit. Under this bill, the tenant
can sell his farm the day after he gets his loan. You know
what will happen. He will fall under the temptation of the
speculator and will sell his farm. Then he will be right
out in the public road the next day with his wife and
children, and with about $100 or $200 in his pocket, which
will not last him for 6 weeks. He will then be right back
in the tenant class.

If we are going to help the tenant, if we are going to
rehabilitate him, when we rehabilitate him let us make him
stay rehabilitated for a reasonable period of time, in order to
see if he can be elevated from the tenant class to the farmer
class.

This amendment is fundamental. We need not fool our-
selves. We know farm values are going up. Farm values
always have gone up and down. When they go up we are
turning the tenants who have been rehabilitated over to
the speculators and putting them right back in the tenant
class. I think a period of 10 years is a reasonable period.
Eeep the tenant on the farm for 10 years and he will become
more attached to the farm from year to year. If he does
not demonstrate in 10 years the fact he is able to be made
into a farmer, he never will,

I am only frying to help the tenant. I am only frying
to aid him in keeping the land he has been able to acquire
through the 100-percent assistance of a generous Govern-
ment. I hope the amendment will be adopted.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment,

Mr. Chairman, I have a very high regard for the gentle-
men who have offered both these amendments; in fact, I
am very partial to all the members of my committee. I
have listened with interest to what they have had to say.
I do feel, however, that this amendment would be unfortu-
nate. The fact is that no law is stronger than its penalty.
All the penalty that is or can be attached by this amend-
ment is that if the covenants are violated the Secretary may
declare the payments due. You could write into this amend-
ment that if the tenant violated the covenants he should
gc out and hang himself, but still all the Secretary could
do when the tenant violated the covenants and refused to
hang himself would be to declare the payments due and
payable. We do that in the present bill,
yi
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Mr. JONES. I am sorry, but I cannot yield now.

The bill provides as follows:

That upon the borrower’s assigning, selling, or otherwise transe~
ferring the farm, or any interest therein, without the consent of
the Secretary, or upon involuntary transfer or sale, the Secretary
may declare the amount unpaid immediately due and payable.

So long as there is a cent due the Government the tenant
cannot transfer or mortgage the property without the Sec=
retary’s consent. When he has paid out the loan, if he
works hard and pays it out in 5 years, for instance, why in
the name of common sense not let him have the fee? [Ap-
plause.] I have seen people meet around the campfire
and burn the mortgage, because they wanted to feel the
deep sentiment of home ownership.

Mr. BIERMANN and Mr. FLANNAGAN rose.

Mr, JONES. I am sorry; I cannot yield. I do not have
the time.

Let us look at this from a practical viewpoint. We have
all the safeguards possible. The Secretary can take away
every advantage. The man might just as well go out and
buy an outside farm as buy this farm when the loan is
declared due and payable. Therefore, if there is an in-
crease in value, the tenant farmers can buy an outside farm
and perhaps not have to pay for all of it.

Let me submit a practical proposition. Suppose a man
thinks he can take one of these farms and pay it out.
After he has worked on it about a year he decides he is not
the man for it, and wants to let someone else pay it ouf.
Are you going to keep him there 10 years, or let someone
else who is interested in getting a farm and in owning a
farm he can call his own have a chance at that farm?

We have every safeguard thrown around it. If a man
gets sick and wants to give up his farm, or wants to sell it
to a man who is acceptable to the Secretary, why not let
him sell it?

We take away all the special privileges granted by the
Government when he transfers the title, and that is all you
can do, no matter what covenants you may put in the
measure. Of course, if the Government bought the land
they could levy conditions, but they cannot levy conditions
on g loan, other than calling the loan, and we have that
provision ‘n the bill. [Applause.]

Mr, LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word.

Mr. Chairman, I am very happy, indeed, to hear the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Committee on Agriculture of the
House take such a firm and judicious position upon the
question pending before the House in the Biermann amend-
ment. I sincerely trust that when the conferees of the
House go into session with the Senate conferees that the
same type of argument and persuasion will be made in order
to convince the Senate of the importance of the provisions
found in title 1 of this bill.

Mr. Chairman, I am unalterably opposed to the amend-
ments of the gentleman from Iowa and the gentleman from
Virginia, which seek to restrict the alienation of the fee-
simple title of this land for a period of 10 or 20 years. I
think it wholly unfair, inequitable, and unjust to place a
limitation of that kind upon the average thrifty tenant
farmer of America who may desire to take advantage of the
liberal provisions of this bill. I submit in all sincerity that
the type of tenant we seek to impress with the importance
of this legislation will not enter into a partnership with
Uncle Sam if he is thoroughly familiar with the provisions
of this amendment in the event it should become g law. I
have more confidence and respect for the ability and in-
dustry of the tenants who can qualify under this act.

This amendment which seeks to restrict the alienation of
the fee-simple title of land is placed before the House on
the further theory that it will eliminate land speculation.
That may be true insofar as the individual who has bor-
rowed this money from the Government is concerned. But
I ask in the name of common justice why should this man
be penalized for making a profit on his farm when his
neighbors surrounding him are making a profit on theirs
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during a land boom? I know that the gentleman from Iowa
is sincere in his fight on land speculation, but I submit in
all sincerity that unless the entire field is covered we should
not make fish out of one farm owner and fowl out of
another.

It would seem to me that the unearned increment tax sug-
gested by the President’s committee on farm tenancy
whereby a certain part of the profits on all lands sold within
a given length of time would be the basic and fundamental
way to cure this evil if one cares to accept the viewpoint
of the gentleman from Iowa.

Again, Mr. Chairman, I am unalterably opposed to giving
to the Secretary of Agriculture the power to control this
land for a period of 20 years. In my judgment, this is the
beginning of land socialization in America, This is the most
important point in the bill, to my way of thinking. It is
the initial step upon the part of the Government to ulti-
mately acquire lands for the purpose of resale to tenants.
This is the vital principle in the bill reported out by the
Senate, and one which I hope will never be accepted by the
conferees.

ALIENATION OF FPROPERTY IS ONE OF THE INHERENT RIGHTS OF FREE
GOVERNMENT

And, as I stated yesterday in a speech on the floor of this
House, if this principle involved ultimately becomes the law
of the land, within a period of 40 years a million tenants
will be under the control and jurisdiction of the Federal
Government. And when that time arrives it will be a short
and decisive step to Government ownership of all the lands
in this Nation. I trust that I shall never live to see the day
arrive in this great country of ours when the American
farmer is regimented in a way which compares with the
regimentation of the farmers of the Old World. Remember
well, if and when that happens, a different form of govern-
ment will supplant the Government that you and I love.
[Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. FLannAcaN] to
the amendment offered by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr,
Brermann].

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, may we have the
amendments again reported?

Mr. BIERMANN. Mr. Chairman, a reading of the amend-
ments does not give very much of an idea what they
mean, and I therefore ask unanimous consent that I may
address the Committee for 1 minute to make a brief state-
ment in lieu of having the amendments read.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.

Mr. BIERMANN. Mr. Chairman, my amendment pro-
vides that the beneficiary of this act cannot pay out his
loan in less than 20 years. He has to be an owner-oper-
ator for 20 years before he can get rid of his farm. The
amendment of the gentleman from Virginia limits the time
to 10 years, but, of course, under either amendment the
Secretary of Agriculture may provide otherwise.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
to the amendment.

The amendment to the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question now recurs on the
amendment offered by the gentleman from Iowa.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. TARVER. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. TArvErR: On page 4, line 1, after the
words “shall be secured by”, strike out the remainder of line 1
and line 2 and insert “instruments vesting the legal title to the
farm in the Secre of Agriculture for the use and benefit of
the United States as its interests may appear and the acquisition
of title to such farm or rights and interests therein by the bor-
rower shall be strictly in accordance with the terms of the instru-
ments executed in connection with such loan.”

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman from
Georgia will permit, I ask unanimous consent that after the
presentation by the gentleman from Georgia that all speeches
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for the remainder of the consideration of the bill may be
limited to 3 minutes. I do this because we have been very
generous, and I think amendments hereafter can be pre-
sented in 3 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks unani-
mous consent that all speeches on all amendments, following
the remarks of the gentleman from Georgia [Mr, TARVER], be
gmil;ed to 3 minutes on each amendment. Is there objec-

on

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to object,
why does not the gentleman limit his request to the pending
title, as this is the title to which most of the amendments
will be offered.

Mr. JONES. I purposely have been liberal because there
has not been a bill before the House where there has been
s0 much interest manifested, and I wanted everyone to have
an opportunity to express his views, buf I believe the House
now is very familiar with the bill and any amendments can
be presented in 3 minutes, and in this way we will get through
in a reasonable time.

Mr. HOPE. As the gentleman knows, there are some im-
portant provisions further on in the bill which may or may
not cause some discussion. I do not like to object, but I
shall have to object to a limitation of 3 minutes in the dis-
cussion of amendments to the other features of the bill. I
have no objection to such a limitation with respect to title
I, because that has been discussed.

I object, Mr, Chairman.

Mr. JONES. Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
all speeches on this particular title and all amendments
thereto, with the exception of the remarks of the gentleman
from Georgia, be limited to 3 minutes,

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the right to
object. Some of us are a little more inclined to be modest
and conserve the time and energy of the House. All yester-
day afternoon I waited for 5 minutes to talk on the bill. I
want to talk on this title, and under the circumstances I
shall have to object.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan objects.

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, I make
the point of order that the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Georgia is not germane to this section of the
bill as it seeks to put the Government into the land business
and secure the title in the Government by the provisions of
this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s point of order comes
too late. The point of order is overruled. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Georgia [Mr, TARVER].

Mr, TARVER. Mr. Chairman, I dislike to impose on the
patience of this House at this hour of the day, especially
since I realize that it is hardly possible that any amendment
which does not receive the approval of the committee will be
adopted. However, I am fortified in the intention that I
have to present this amendment for consideration by my
believe that the chairman of the committee at heart ap-
proves the principle of the amendment and that if he were
not bound by the action of his committee he would agree
to the amendment and ask you to agree to it.

The purpose of the amendment is to vest legal title to
the lands that are to be sold to the sharecropper and the
tenant in the Secretary of Agriculture for the use and
benefit of the Government of the United States, and with
no rights or equities therein to accrue to the tenant or share-
cropper except in accordance with the terms of the instru-
ments that may be executed or exchanged between him and
the Secretary of Agriculture. The purpose, I think, is mani-
fest. It is to enable the House of Representatives, should it
desire to do so by a subsequent{ amendment, to attach con-
ditions to the rights secured by the share cropper or the
tenant, which it cannot attach, as has been explained by
the chairman in his speech regarding the proposed Bier-
mann amendment, unless the title of the land is vested in
the Government itself. When that is done, then the Govern-
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ment may attach to its contract with the sharecropper ar
the tenant such conditions as it may deem proper.

I am interested principally in providing by the amendment
already offered, and which will be subsequently reached for
consideration, that the equity of these tenants or sharecrop-
pers shall not be subject to levy and sale by creditors at least
for a period of 5 years, without the consent of the Secretary
of Agriculture. Unless you insert a provision of that kind in
the bill which now provides, in line 2, page 5, for involuntary
transfer or sale, then under the laws of many States—at least,
of my own State—the equity of the sharecropper or tenant
in the course of a year or two, perhaps, after he buys the farm
and after he has made some payments thereon, may be sub-
jected to sale under civil process. I have explained this mat-
ter fully in my speech on yesterday and further discussion is
perhaps unnecessary.

Mr. HILL of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. TARVER. Yes.

Mr. HILL of Oklahoma. Does not every State in the Union
provide homestead exemption for farms, and every tenant
who buys one of these farms immediately makes it his home,
and it is already exempt?

Mr. TARVER. No.

Mr. HILL of Oklahoma. Unless the Government in the
sale restricts it from exemption.

Mr. TARVER. No. My own State, for example, provides
for a homestead, but provides further that the debtor may
by written instrument waive his homestead rights except
as to $300 worth of household and kitchen furniture, wearing
apparel and provisions, so that the sharecropper buying
land under this bill in my State, as to his equity thereunder,
would have no protection whatever, if he had executed an
instrument or promissory note in usual form to a creditor
waiving his homestead rights, and that creditor for a pre-
existing indebtedness might come in and by civil process
subject the sharecropper’s equity at any time after he went
into possession of the farm to levy and sale for the purpose
of paying the antecedent debt, although, if a trust deed had
been executed to the Government, the creditor would first
have to pay or offer to pay the amount due the Government.
I do not know whether the Committee of the Whole will
adopt the restriction I propose in the next amendment or
not. I shall not offer it unless this amendment is adopted.
This amendment is necessary to give the House the right
to provide for the attaching of such terms and conditions.
If you adopt this amendment, then certainly you would have
the right in subsequent portions of the section to consider
whether or not you would attach restrictions of that kind,
limiting the interest of the borrower so that it would not be
subject to levy and sale for 5 years.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Geor-
gia has expired.

Mr. PETERSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I desire for
the membership of the House to understand that I am not
speaking here today just fo take the time of the Committee,
but to impress upon you the fact that in my opinion this
bill in no way offers a solution of the problem which today
confronts the American farm tenant and farm population,
and that there is before this House a bill (H. R. 6748)
which does attack this problem in a sane, sound, and
sensible manner, and which does provide a program that is
in complete harmony with the fundamental principles of
free government.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PETERSON of Georgia. Not at this time. Some-
time ago, while I was speaking, I was showing to the mem-
bership the hopeless plight of the farmers of the nation
of Denmark where a similar program has been in existence
for over 30 years under which program farmers have been
permitted to borrow up to approximately 90 percent of
the value of their loans.

The United States Department of Agriculture, in sum-
marizing the plight of the farmers of Denmark, states that—
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The land has been burdened with debt to the extent that in-
terest charges and amortization are out of all proportion to its
productive powers. This situation, aggravated by restrictions of
market and world prices generally, has brought the Danish farmer
to a condition of real distress, from which the Government is
striving to lift him by various farm-aid schemes,

Instead of leading the farm family out of the wilderness
of despair, you are attempting here today to drive him
deeper into a condition of real distress, similar to that which
exists in Denmark. The program in Denmark, as I under-
stand, reduced tenancy to less than 8 percent of the total
farm population, but it by no means solved the problem of
the farm population of Denmark.

Now, there is a sensible way out. This is not the first
time in America that this problem has been discussed in
these Halls. For approximately 50 years the land problem
was the center around which the political storms of this
Nation raged, from approximately 1820 to 1860. Previous
to that time there had always prevailed a policy of free land
for free labor. American lawmakers attempted, when pur-
chasing various acreages from foreign nations, to sell those
acreages then, as you are today here attempting to sell acre-
ages to farmers. The plan was a failure, and it was only
after approximately 18 years of agitation of free land that
in 1862 this Nation adopted the homestead plan, which has
been recognized as one of the greatest laws that has ever
been written by human hands.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Geor-
gia [Mr. PereErson] has expired.

Mr, JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
immediately following the remarks of the gentleman from
Kansas [Mr, Hore] all debate on this section and all amend-
ments thereto be limited to 3 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks unani-
mous consent that following the 5 minutes by the gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. HorE] all addresses on the pending amend-
ment and all amendments to this section be limited to 3:
minutes. Is there objection?

Mr. CRAWFORD. Reserving the right to object, is that:
only with reference to this section?

Mr. JONES. Just with reference to this section.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, the Committee has just re-
cently voted down the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Iowa [Mr. BierMANN], I am sure everyone recognizes
that the amendment offered by the gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. Tarver] seeks to do in another way exactly what the
amendment offered by the gentleman from Iowa wotuld have
done had we adopted it. I do not believe it is the policy of
this Committee or of the House to put the Government of the
United States into the land business and to give the Secre- -
tary of Agriculture the power and authority to tie up the
estate of anyone who becomes a purchaser under this bill in
such a way that he has no right to alienate it except under
certain circumstances and after a period of years.

Mr. TARVER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOPE. 1 yield.

Mr. TARVER. Will the gentleman inform us whether or
not he thinks that the equity of the tenant ought not to be
subject to sale under civil process for a reasonable period
of time after he acquires the farm?

Mr. HOPE. As the gentleman from Oklahoma remarked
a while ago, most of the States of this Union protect the
homestead. If the gentleman’s State of Georgia will not
protect the homestead of the farmers of his State, he ought
not to come here and ask the Congress of the United States
to do it.

Mr. TARVER. But why did the gentleman put in the
bill in line 2, page 5, “or upon involuntary transfer or sale”,
unless it is intended to subject this equity to involuntary
transfer or sale, which means sale under civil process?

Mr. HOPE. That has no application in any State which
protects the right of the farmer to his homestead.

Mr. TARVER. The very bill provides for this thing which
I am trying to protect the borrower against.
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_ Mr. HOPE. If the State does not protect its citizens in
their homestead rights, its Representatives should not come
in here and ask the Congress of the United States to do so.

Now, Mr. Chairman, there appears to be a sentiment on
the part of the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. PETERSON], and
others who have spoken, to put the Government of the
United States into business and furnish every farmer with
a farm.

At least, I understand that is the idea of the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. PeTErson], although he has refrained
from telling us exactly what his plan is this afternoon.
But I just want to call attention to the fact that it has
already been proven in this country that that is not the
way to solve the tenant problem. Beginning in 1880 and
during the period from 18380 to 1900 we had the greatest
increase in number of tenants and in the percentage of
tenancy in this country that we ever had during any
similar period in our history. We had an increase of over
1,000,000 tenants during that period of time, yet during
that time our homestead laws were operating and there
was brought into the farm acreage of this country more
than 300,000,000 acres of land. In 1880 the average value
of the farms in this country was $3,000. Today the average
value of the farms is $9,000.

If in the decade beginning in 1880 with 300,000,000 acres
of free farm lands we could not solve the tenancy problem
but instead saw it increase; if in 1880 when you could buy a
farm for $3,000 we saw the tenancy problem increase, then
I say that the indiscriminate giving away farms is not the
way to cure the tenancy problem. This might indicate that
we are proceeding along the wrong direction in this bill;
and we may be. The is only an experiment. We do
know that in other counfries, notably in Denmark and in
Ireland, a plan similar to this has succeeded. Success in
those countries gives us some ground to hope that through
experiment we may be able to work out a plan which will
be successful in this country and which would justify this
bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Georgia.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, this bill is
designed to redeem, in a measure at least, two of the pledges
contained in the national Democratic platform of 1936. One
relates to the farm tenancy problem and the other to the
purchase and retirement of submarginal lands of such a
character as to be unproductive in agricultural pursuits.

As to the first, I quote from the platform:

We recognize the gravity of the evils of farm tenancy, and we
pledge the full cooperation of the Government in the refinancing
of farm indebtedness at the lowest possible rates of interest and
over a long term of years.

The bill is composed of four titles. Title 1 relates to loans
to enable tenant farmers to buy farm homes, and, due to my
limited time, I shall only briefly discuss this one feature of
the bill,

The number of farm tenants in the Unifted States is so
large, and their diminution is of such importance that the
problem raises a question of national interest and
importance.

The number of farm tenants has greatly increased in the
whole country. Fifty years ago 25 percent of the farmers
were tenants, while today approximately 42 percent of all
the farmers are tenants.

In 1935 the farm tenants numbered 2,149,000, and in addi-
tion to this there were 716,000 farm tenants generally known
in the Southern States as sharecroppers, making a total of
2,865,000 farm tenants in the United States.

These farm tenants are in all sections of the Nation, but
New England and the North Atlantic States have fewer than
the rest. The largest number of farm tenants reside in the
Southern and the Central and Midwestern States of the
North. According to statistics the “high tenancy area” in-
cludes seven Northern and nine Southern States. The
Northern States being North and South Dakota, Nebraska,

Kansas, Indiana, Illinois, and Iowa. The Southern States '
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include Mississippi, North and South Carolina, Georgia, Ala-
bama, Louisiana, Arkansas, Oklahoma, and Texas. There
are many in all sections, and some in every State, but these
States have fhe largest percentage according to population.

In my own State of Texas, 57 percent of all of the farm-
ers are tenants. There are four other States, Mississippi,
Arkansas, Louisiana, and Oklahoma, where the percentage
of tenant farmers is greater than Texas.

One reason for this high percentage of farm tenancy in
the South is due to insufficient capital and consequent high
interest rates. The East and the North, and especially the
Northeast, has had an ample supply of capital and resultant
low interest rates, while in the South funds available for
investment have been of lesser volume, and consequently
loans brought higher interest, making it more difficult for
tenants to borrow funds with which to buy farm homes.

At the beginning of the present session I introduced a bill
(H. R. 3590) to promote the purchase of farms by farm ten-
ants, and the bill now being considered has a number of the
features contained in my bill. One of the chief differences,
however, is that my bill would have made available a much
larger sum for the aid of farm fenants than the bill under
consideration. The bill we are now considering authorizes
an amount not to exceed $10,000,000 for the first year,
$25,000,000 for the second year, and $50,000,00 for the third
year, or an aggregate of $85,000,000. My bill would have
made available an amount about 12 times this large. My
bill provided an interest rate of 2 percent, while this bill
stipulates a 3-percent rate.

The chief disappointment about the bill now being con-
sidered is that it will furnish aid to only a very small number
of tenant farmers. If the average loan to each individual
farmer should be $6,000, this would give aid to only one-half
of 1 percent of the tenant farmers. Some member of the
committee, in discussing the bill, has stated that the present
bill would only afford loans to about one tenant in each
county of the United States. This is grossly inadequate, but
the bill does inaugurate a policy which I hope may be de-
veloped and enlarged so that the Government will still fur-
ther aid and encourage in a much larger way home owner-
ship by tenant farmers by making available a greater sum for
this laudable purpose,

The committee justifies the small amount on the ground
that the bill is an experiment, and that if it is found that it
is workable and affords relief, that the Government will then
launch a program of greater magnitude, and which will be
beneficial to a substantial number of the farm tenants of
America.

Home ownership by the farmers of America is of vital im-
portance not only to the tenant farmers, who will be per-
mitted to borrow money from the Government at 3 percent
with which to buy homes, but the beneficent effect in the
reduction of the number of farm tenants will favorably
affect the social and economic welfare of the Nation as a
whole. Worthy tenants should be given a chance to buy
homes, and every encouragement should be offered them to
do so.

There is no class in greater need than the tenant farmers
of America, and I am glad to vote for a bill which will give
recognition to the need of this worthy class. I recognize
that the bill will be a disappointment in the number of
farmers aided, but I feel sure that its beneficent effects will
at once be recognized, and at the next session of Congress I
am hoping that a larger amount may be made available.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
all debate on this section close in 6 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

The CHATIRMAN. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. TARVER——

Mr. TARVER (interrupting the reading of the amend-
ment). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to withdraw
this amendment,
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Georgia?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment in order.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Pace: Page 5, after line 3, insert
“and shall contain a waiver by the borrower of all rights and
benefits under the terms of the act approved August 28, 1935,
commonly referred to as the Frazier-Lemke Act, as against the
Becretary of Agriculture until he has paid as much as 15 percent
of the purchase price of the farm.”

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Georgia is recog-
nized for 2 minutes.

Mr. PACE. Mr. Chairman, I am certainly concerned in
doing something for the tenants of this Nation. The fact
that there are 24,000 fenant farmers in the 24 counties
which I am trying to serve gives you some idea of how im-
portant it is to my people. This bill has been described as
an experiment. In the hope of making it more than a noble
experiment merely, - but rather a successful experiment, I
think we should make the bill as practical as possible. You
have voted to lend 100 percent of the value of the land. My
amendment proposes that if you lend 100 percent of the
value of the land, 100 percent of the value of the improve-
ments, and in some cases 100 percent of the value of the
stock and equipment, that certainly the Secretary of the
Treasury—that is, the United States Government—should
have some protection against those few who will try to
take advantage of this law. Ii is therefore provided in this
amendment that before a person can take advantage of the
Frazier-Lemke law and stay the proceedings for 3 years, he
must at least have an investment equal to 15 percent of the
purchase price of the land.

This bill, of course, is designed to help the tenant. The
Secretary of Agriculture will be in sympathy with the
tenant, but there will be a few tenants not in sympathy with
the Secretary of Agriculture, and certainly we should not
permit & man to borrow 100 percent, use the land for a
year, and then file a proceeding under the Frazier-Lemke
Act and keep the place for an additional 3 years without
one dollar invested. My amendment provides simply that he
must have an equity to protect, which he would not have in
a 100-percent loan, before he could take advantage of the
Fraizer-Lemke Act and stay the proceedings for 3 years.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, may I be recognized for 1
minute at this time?

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from Texas is recognized
for 1 minute.

Mr. JONES, Mr. Chairman, I have talked with a number
of members of the commitiee about this amendment. They
are not sure about it. I wonder if the gentleman would be
willing for us to accept it for the purpose of study and then
determine our position before we finally pass the bill? I am
inclined to believe there is some force in what the gentleman

says.

Mr. PACE. I think it is proper. If the gentleman does not,
then I will ask that it be withdrawn when we get back in the
House.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Pacel.

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MaxoN of Texas: Page 3, line 22, and
page 4, lines 1 and 2, strike out all of paragraph (a) of section 8 and
insert in lieu thereof the following:

“Loans made under this title shall not exceed $6,500 to any one
applicant and shall not be in excess of the amount certified by the
county committee to be the value of the farm and shall nof exceed
the amount necessary to enable the borrower to acquire the farm

and shall be secured by a first mortgage or a deed of trust on the
farm.”

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment to
the amendment offered by the gentleman from Alabama
[Mr. Hosss1.
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Amendment offered by Mr. Hoses to the amendment offered by
Mr. Mazon: Strike out “$6,500” and insert in lieu thereof “$3,500.”

Mr. MAHON of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I so rarely ask the
indulgence of the House that I am sure the membership
will be willing to listen to me for a few minutes to explain
an amendment which I think is very necessary to the success-
ful administration of this bill.,

I merely provide in the amendment that no loan for the
purpose of purchasing a farm under this Farm Security Act
shall be made in excess of $6,500 to any one applicant. Cer-
tainly that figure is high enough and certainly the Congress
of the United States ought to exercise some jurisdiction over
the money that it appropriates. We owe this to ourselves
and to the taxpayers of the country.

Everyone seems to be calling this bill an experiment., Iam
afraid it is an experiment that is going to be very disap-
pointing to the country and to the tenant farmers we rep-
resent. I should like to amend and perfect this bill and
make it a successful experiment in the right direction. The
fact that it is an experiment does not justify us in failing
to lay down proper rules for the administration of the bill.
The solution of the farm-tenancy problem is vitally impor-
tant to the whole Nation, and we ought to spare no effort in
our attempt to insure a proper beginning.

Every time a Member on the floor makes a speech and
talks about the integrity of the Congress and the retention
of our prerogatives, he gets a cheer. Here is an opportunity
to vote for some control over public funds by Congress and
assert our proper authority.

The easiest way to get a man into trouble is to lend him
too much money. My amendment is right in principle,
and certainly since we have so little to lend in each county
under the appropriation provided for in this measure, we
ought to adopt this amendment providing that no loan
under this title shall exceed $6,500.

I have been in most of the States of the Union and I
know that agricultural conditions and land prices vary in
different localities, but I am compelled to say that if the
Government is going to pay 100 percent of the purchase
price of a farm and turn it over to an occupant without a
down payment there ought to be a limit of cost fixed by
the Government.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I am in thorough accord
with the purpose the gentleman has in mind, but we think
we have a much lower limitation than suggested by the
gentleman. We discussed that in the committee. We
talked about $2,500 and $3,500, but we found that the size
of the farms varied so greatly we could not put on a specific
limitation, because what would be fair as applied to one
section is not fair as applied to another. The three resident
people may put on an upper limitation and the Secretary
may put more in the farm. I believe with the limitations
we have provided the limit will be much lower, and I may
say to the gentleman I hope the average farm will be much
lower than the figures suggested by him. In some places
there are fruck farms. In other places there are dairy
farms, wheat farms, cotton farms, vegetable farms, and
they vary in value so much in different communities that
it is not practical to have a rigid limit,

Mr, ANDRESEN of Minnesota. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONES. I yield to the gentleman from Minnesota,

Mr. ANDRESEN of Minnesota. If the amendment is
adopted, the provisions of this bill could not be made to
operate in the northern section of this country.

Mr. JONES. I may say I had the same idea until we
heard the testimony of the people who represented the vari-
ous areas.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. LUCAS rose.

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman
from Illinois rise?

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, it is so obvious that my dis-
tinguished friend from Texas [Mr. Maron] does not thor-
oughly appreciate the value of the Corn and Wheat Belt
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lands in Ilinois that I desire to revise and extend my re-
marks in the Recorp at this point, and I ask unanimous
consent so to do.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Chairman, during the hearings upon
the farm tenancy bill there were frequently injected into
the testimony and discussion and statements which indi-
cated that in certain sections of the counfry only a small
amount of capital was necessary to transform hopeless and
submerged tenants into happy, industrious, and contented
landowners. As I recall, the genfleman from Tennesse [Mr,
MirrcaerLL] asserted with confidence before the committee
that many tenants in his section of the State with an op-
erating base of $2,500 could conquer and hurdle the farm
hazards of today and ultimately reach the peak of com-
fort, happiness, and prosperity.

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. Maron], following in the
wake of such unusual optimism offers an amendment to this
bill limiting the loan that any one person should receive to
$6,500. Mr. Chairman, I do not question the good faith of
my distinguished colleague from Texas. The gentleman begs
the question when he atfempts to influence this House,
citing the Home Owners’ Loan Corporation loans and emer-
gency crop loans upon which there is a loan limitation. You
and I know those were emergency measures, designed to aid
the little fellow in immediate and dire distress. The policy
we pursue today is being followed under the theory that it
will become a basic and fundamental part of our law, and
the chances are that it will run the gamut of centuries.

I confess that I am not entirely familiar with all the con-
ditions which exist in the various farming communities of
America. No doubt, as the distinguished Speaker of this
House said yesterday, that there is a great satisfaction in
knowing that you own acres of ground or that you own a
lot. It may be that there is a great satisfaction in going
out and building a little log house to start with. In thab
picture there is a lot of sentiment; there is a lot of feeling
that is worth while to the future of America. But at the
same time this is a cold, hard, practical world, and unless
there is something more than the little log house in the
woods the man who is given the opportunity to build that
house with the taxpayers’ money will ultimately fail, and
the Government will lose.

It is obvious that the gentleman from Texas is not familiar
with the corn and wheat belt of Illinois. Let me remind my
colleagues that the nverage size family farm in Illinois is
156 acres. If the $6,000 is the limit that any individual may
borrow, the committee in my section of the country would
be compelled to look for farm lands selling at approximately
$35 per acre. That would mean the selection of a farm in
my section of the State which would materially handicap
payment in full by the prospective purchaser, and it would
also eliminate a certain type of high-class tenant who would
not care to till that kind of soil. Our rich productive lands
sell from $75 to $150 per acre even in these days of economic
distress.

The records of the hearings disclose that it will take from
$12,000 to $16,000 to finance adequately the purchase of the
average farm in my part of Illinois, as contemplated under
this bill.

If the people of my section are to be foreclosed from par-
ticipating in this fund, I prefer that the matter be done
through the administration agency. Let it not be said here
today that by adopting this amendment practically half of
this Nation would be enjoined from participating in the
benefits of this bill.

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks at this point in the REcorb.

The CHAIRMAN. 1Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Alabama?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Chairman, the purpose of this amend-
ment is manifest, of course, but in the light of the other

>

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

JUNE 29

provisions of the pending bill, that purpose means far more
than is manifest upon its face.

This bill authorizes to be appropriated not to exceed
$10,000,000 for the first year of the operation of the plan,
not to exceed $25,000,000 for the second year, and not to
exceed $50,000,000 for the third. The maximum that this
could mean in appropriations would be $85,000,000, or less
than $30 per tenant farmer.

There are 3,059 agricultural counties in the United States.
Ten million dollars would not buy one farm in each of these
counties at a cost of $3,500. Unless this bill means a start
on the road to farm ownership for at least one tenant farmer
in every agricultural county of the Nation, its blessings will
be so rare as to be almost indiscernible. Three thousand
tenant farmers benefited out of three million would be very
few.

Naturally, those sections of the country where the pre-
vailing prices of land are high, will contend that so low a
ceiling as $3,500 per farm would not enable a tenant farmer
to purchase many acres of their high-priced land. This
would be perfectly true. But if their land prices can be
justified upon the ground of real value, then a smaller num-
ber of such acres would be equal in productivity to a larger
number of cheaper acres. The purpose of this bill is not to
provide the tenant farmers of America with luxurious homes
and splendidly improved farms. As I envision it, it is to
bring to our tenant farmers the opportunity to work out their
own salvation on good land, according to a fair plan, shot
through with hope of independence and constantly improving
surroundings and financial condition, [Applause.] With all
of this I am in hearty accord, and wish to spread the benefits
of the bill as widely as possible. The larger the investment in
the individual project, the smaller the number of projects, is
as inexorably true as mathematics.

While I am cordially in favor of the pending bill, I am
not unmindful of the even greater need of the farmers of
this Nation, owners and tenants alike, for a sure and ready
market for their produce, at parity prices with the price
curves of the commodities they must buy—prices which
will assure them reasonable profit upon their investment
of money, time, brawn, and brains. [Applause.]

This transcendent need of fair markets for farm products
is to be taken care of in the general farm-relief bill which
I hope will soon be brought before the House and passed.
Without such a companion measure we will not be confer-
ring a real benefit upon any person by giving him title to a
farm. Without such provision, farms are liabilities, not
assets. It is the absence of fair marketing facilities which
has caused the present plight of agriculture.

Would you really help the farmer? Then insure fair
prices for the products of the soil. In no other way can
you enable him to buy the things he needs in a tariff-pro-
tected market, discriminated against as he is in the matter
of freight rates, and paying tribute on every hand to those
who demand and get high prices for the things and services
the farmers must have. [Applause.]

Give the American farmer fair prices for all the things he
can produce, and you have solved the farm problem. [Ap-
plause.]

In passing this bill, today, let us each and everyone re-
solve to hasten as much as possible the passage of the gen-
eral farm-relief bill of 1937, without which the pending bill,
as beneficent as its purposes are, will fail of their accom-
plishment. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Hosss] to the
amendment offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Manon1.

The amendment to the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. MaHON].

The amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

EQUITABLE DISTEIBUTION OF LOANS

Sec. 4. In making loans under this title, the amount which is
devoted to such purpose during any fiscal year shall be distributed
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equitably among the several States and Territories on the basis of
farm population and the prevalence of tenancy, as determined by
the Secretary.

Mr, PETERSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I move fo
strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the gentleman from Kansas
making the suggestion that I have not presented to the
House today the provisions of the proposal which I am
advocating for the relief of the farm population of Amer-
ica. I may say to the gentleman that instead of creating
an entirely new agency with thousands of additional Gov-
ernment employees my proposal provides that the General
Land Office, which is one of the oldest departments of the
Government, shall proceed, not to buy new land as is pro-
vided in this bill to be given to especially favored farmers,
but to buy liens on farm mortgages. It further provides
that the Government shall in each instance proceed to
liquidate these liens, with the consent and approval of
the mortgagor. Mr. Chairman, I call attention of the mem-
bership of the House to the fact that the average farm
mortgage today is approximately $3,500 and that the aver-
age size of the farm under mortgage is approximately 150
acres. Under my bill in every instance where the mortgagor
so desires he may liquidate the farm morigage and shall
have the right to a free homestead.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr, JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that all debate on this section and all amendments thereto
close in 3 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. VOORHIS. Mr., Chairman, I move to strike out the
last two words.

Mr, Chairman, it is useless to try to speak adequately on
a subject as broad as this in 3 minutes, so I shall confine
my remarks to only two or three things.

In the first place, as has been stated so many times today,
it is obvious that the problem of farm tenancy can never
be solved until the general problem of agriculture is solved.
The only contribution I want to make to this thought is
that I doubt it will be solved until we take speculation out
of the entire process of the marketing of farm products, so
the gap between what the farmer receives and the consumer
pays can be closed. So long as eggs, for example, sell for 15
cents or 18 cents a dozen during the heavy laying season
when the poultrymen have plenty of eggs to sell and then
climb to 28 cents or 30 cents a dozen wholesale when the
commission men and cold-storage houses have already bought
in most of the eggs—so long as this condition persists our
farmers will have a hard time.

In the second place, I doubt if any class of people in this
Nation has been so greatly harmed by the power of the
financial interests of the Nation to create and then to de-
stroy bank credit as the agricultural population. I believe
something must be done about this question before the prob-
lem of the farmer will be solved.

In the third place, I shall vote for this bill and do it
with some enthusiasm in spite of the fact it is literally only
a mere drop in the bucket. I shall vote for it because it
sets forth a principle of American Government, namely,
that the American Government will not from this time for-
ward be satisfied to see a large portion of our agricultural
population forced out of the class of substantial owners of
land into a subject class of tenants and kept there. We
are, I trust, going to pursue this course until we have re-
stored to the position of security on their own land our
present tenant-farming population. It will be a big job.

Finally, for my part I shall not be sorry if the Senate bill
should prevail over the bill we have before us. Since we are
admittedly only making a start at this great problem it is
most important that we do it right. The danger of specula-
tion and a speculative rise in land values and the danger
that the new farm owners will have a difficult time to dis-
charge their indebtedness and make a success of their new
venture must be faced. We cannot forget either the danger
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of the new owner being deprived of his land by action of
speculators or former creditors before he has fairly got
started. I cannot but believe that the straightforward way
to avoid these dangers and to work out the problem with the
greatest benefit to our hardest pressed people is by the
simple process of direct purchase of land by the Government
and resale to our tenant farmers on the easiest possible long-
time terms with provisions for proper land use and the as-
sistance of the Department should he need it. I think, at
least, we should provide that all land now in the possession
of the Government, and much of it is in the possession of
the Government, should be disposed of on this basis, with a
}ogg-time payment at very easy terms to our tenant popu-
ation.

Therefore I shall support the amendment of the gentleman
from Iowsa [Mr. WearIN] when it is offered.

[Here the gavel fell.]

The Clerk read as follows:

APPROPRIATION

8ec. 5. To carry out the provisions of this title, there is author-
ized to be appropriated not to exceed $10,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1838, not to exceed $25,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1939, and not to exceed $50,000,000 for the
fiscal year endlng_ June 30, 1940,

Mr. COLMER. Mr, Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CoLMEer: Page 5, line 18, after the
period add a new sentence, as follows: “Provided, That not in ex-
cess of 5 percent of the amount of money herein authorized to be
appropriated may be used for administrative purposes.”

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Chairman, I do not care to take the
5 minutes allotted to me in the discussion of this amendment
but I call your attention to the fact that the amount of
money appropriated is very limited, and that it has been
estimated it will amount to only approximately $3,000 per
county if distributed throughout the United States. Since
we are going fto have only $10,000,000 for the first year, I
do not want to see any substantial proportion of this appro-
priation wiped out and dissipated in overhead expense,

Frankly, I do not know what it would cost to administer
this bill. I have endeavored to get some information upon
the subject without any success. However, I do want to
limit the amount which can be expended for overhead and
administration, so I address the amendment to your con-
sideration. Certainly 5 percent is the maximum which
should be expended under any circumstances. For that mat-
ter, I see no reason why 2 or 3 percent should not be
sufficient.

Mr. HEALEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COLMER. Yes.

Mr. HEALEY., Is the gentleman’s amendment worded
“not to exceed 5 percent”?

Mr. COLMER. “Not to exceed 5 percent” is correct.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
all debate on this section and all amendments thereto close
in 5 minutes.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr, Chairman, I reserve the
right to object in order to ask the chairman of the
commitftee a question. Is it anticipated the expense of
administration of the first section will come out of this
appropriation, or is there another appropriation for the
administrative costs?

Mr. JONES. The administrative costs of the bill will
come out of the funds appropriated in the bill. The bill is
complete in that regard.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. CoLmEer].

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment
which is at the Clerk’s desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Crawrorp: Page 5, line 18, strike
out “$25,000,000” and insert “$15,000,000”, and in line 17, after
the word “exceed”, strike out “$50,000,000” and insert “$25,000,000."
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Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, this amendment is
offered in all seriousness. I have had the privilege of
studying the hearings, the report of the President’s com-
mittee, and the bill. I am so much in accord with what the
distinguished chairman of the committee said yesterday in
his opening statement, and I feel so much that this is the
creation of a laboratory for the purpose of studying a social
land problem, that I do not desire to have $85,000,000 spent
in the building of a laboratory. I think the bill which will
have to come hereafter and which will come after some
experimentation has been carried on should carry the big
appropriations. When the tenant problem is adequately
legislated, billions of dollars will be involved. This bill does
not tackle the real factors involved.

In my State I have 37,000 farm tenants out of a total of
196,000 farmers. The greatest amount which the tenants
can possibly hope to get under this bill is $60 per farm
family. I have taken the floor here to indicate my willing-
ness to go along with this bill to create the laboratory,
although I disapprove of certain provisions in it, but it is
only the creation of a laboratory. I do not want the people
in my State, either the tenants or those who may be tenants
hereafter, to get the idea that this bill is being enacted to
give them relief, because it will not. That fact is too
evident to claim otherwise. It is only the beginning of
research.

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield to the gentleman from Mich-
igan.

Mr. MICHENER. As I understand, this is to be a labora-
tory; but if it works, we have no money. We have got to
get the money somewhere. Will it be the purpose then to
adopt the Frazier-Lemke bill as a corollary to print the
money to do the job which this bill contemplates?

Mr. CRAWFORD. I have no idea what a future Congress
will do in passing legislation dealing with this problem when
the experimental work has been carried on and when the
economic conditions relating to agriculture forces that Con-
gress to act, but I think this Committee on Agriculture has
done one of the finest jobs in connection with creating a
laboratory that has ever been performed by any House com-
mittee. I do believe sincerely that the amount of the
appropriation in this section is entirely too much for the
work that is to be carried on. I wish that this amendment
could be adopted here today, and I offer it in all sincerity.
The popular thing to do would be to offer an amendment
asking for greater appropriations.

Suppose you were a board of directors, would you spend
$85,000,000 on a laboratory, or would you spend a reason-
able amount and after that laboratory works out the prob-
lem that is before you, then proceed to build a plant to
carry on the job which has been demonstrated as prac-
ticable by the laboratory? These are the things that have
been done by organized industry through years of experience,
and I hope we will not go ahead and squander $25,000,000
or $35,000,000 unnecessarily, when we could preceed to spend
a proper amount and then come along with a bill which
would tackle the problem that is unravelled by reason of the
demonstration of the laboratory. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

The CHATRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Michigan.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
title IT and III be read as titles.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

TrrLE II—REHABILITATION LOANS
BORROWERS AND TERMS

Sectiow 21, (2) The Secretary shall have power to make loans to
eligible individuals for the purchase of livestock, farm equipment,
supplies, and for other farm needs, and for the refinancing of
indebtedness, and for family subsistence.
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(b) Loans made under this section shall bear interest at a rate
not in excess of 3 percent per annum, and shall have maturitles
not in excess of 56 years. Such loans shall be payable in such
installments as the Secretary may provide in the loan agreement.
All loans made under this title shall be secured by a chattel
mortgage, a llen on crops, and an assignment of proceeds from
the sale of agricultural products, or by any one or more of the
foregoing.

(c) Only farm owners, farm tenants, farm laborers, sharecrop-
pers, and other individuals who obtain, or who recently obtained,
the major portion of their income from farming operations and
who cannot obtain credit on reasonable terms from any federally
incorporated lending institution, shall be eligible for loans under
this section.

DEBT ADJUSTMENT

Sec. 22. The Secretary shall have power to assist in the volun-
tary adjustment of indebtedness between farm debtors and their
creditors and may cocperate with and pay the whole or part of
the expenses of State, Territorial, and local agencies and com-
mittees engaged in such debt adjustment. He is also authorized
to continue and carry out undertakings with respect to farm
debt adjustment uncompleted at the time when appropriations
for the purpose of this section are first available. Services fur-
nished by the Secretary under this section shall be without
charge to the debtor or creditor.

APPROPRIATION

Sec. 23. (a) For the fiscal year ending June 30, 1938, the bal-
ances of funds available to the Secretary for loans and relief to
farmers, pursuant to Executive Order No. 7530 of December 31,
1936, as amended by Executive Order No. 7557 of February 19,
1837, which are unexpended on June 30, 1937, are authorized to
be appropriated to carry out the provisions of this title.

(b) The President is authorized to allot to the Becretary, out of
appropriations made for relief or work relief for any fiscal year
ending prior to July 1, 1939, such sums as he determines to be
necessary to carry out the provisions of this title and to enable
the Secretary to carry out such other forms of rehabilitation of
individuals eligible under this title to receive loans as may he
authorized by law and designated in the Executive order directing
the allotment.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, this will be
positively my first and last appearance today, but I must go
on record on this important legislation. I shall support this
bill, because it is said to be a step in the right direction, but
I am afraid it will be a very short step in a very long
direction.

Farm tenancy is not the cause—and I shall not attempt
to state the cause—of the present predicament of agriculture
in the United States. Mortgages are not the cause of it.
Some gentleman remarked this afternoon that in his opinion
the trouble with the farmers is that they are overmortgaged,
but I believe that we could give every farm tenant in the
United States a free farm and cancel every dollar's worth
of farm mortgages in the United States, and if we leave in
operation the causes which have bankrupted agriculture and
made mortgages and tenants, history would repeat itself,
and in a few years more we would be confronted with the
same conditions with which we are confronted today.

I think one trouble with the farmer is that he is now, in
a highly organized society, the last survivor of ragged indi-
vidualism. He is not organized and apparently he does not
believe in organization. I have dumbfounded farmers by
saying that, in my judgment, they could take a leaf from
the book of labor and organize like labor has and like every
other inferest has, and agriculture in this country would
begin to get somewhere. The farmers buili Chicago but
they do not own it. They built a lot of New York but they
do not own any of it. They toiled and produced that others
might own cities. It is a singular anomaly that the people
of the United States who produce all of its food cannot make
a living out of it. Is not that a singular thing?

One hundred years ago it is said that it took about 80 per-
cent of the people of the country to produce food for the
entire population. Today it takes only 30 percent, and
even that 30 percent apparently cannot make a living out
of it. Agriculture was bankrupt before the depression.
Agriculture in this country struck bottom during what is
said to have been the most prosperous era in this or any
other country in the world. It is incomprehensible. There
must be a lot of causes. I am satisfied this bill does not
touch it even if it were on a much larger scale than it is.
We have to go deeper than this, and outside of this, be-
fore we can arrive at the causes and find a solution for
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the incomprehensible thing presented in this country, that
agriculture, the basic industry that produces all of the
food of the people is in a condition of chronic bankruptcy
and that hundreds of thousands of the farmers themselves
must be fed out of the Federal Treasury.

Mr. Chairman, even if I cannot lay my finger on the
trouble or name the remedy, I could if my voice reached
far enough, do some good by showing what the trouble is
not. I am afraid that this and other farm legislation
focuses too much attention or gives too much weight to
farm tenancy and farm debts as causes of the decline of
agriculture in the economic scale and by comparison with
industry.

Take for example the great farming State of Oklahoma—
-and it is a rich farming State. That State was virgin
territory only 45 years ago when it was thrown open for
settlement and the people were given free farms. They
got a start from taw, so to speak, with a clean slate. It
looked like the ideal situation for a great experiment. Yet
the farm census of 1935 shows that more than 61 percent
of the farmers of Oklahoma are tenants, and probably the
majority of the rest of them are mortgaged. It is not much
different in Kansas, one of the great bread-basket Statfes.
Kansas is a comparatively new State. It has practically
all been settled in my lifetime, but 44 percent of the farmers
of Kansas are tenants. In my own State, Colorado, a new
State, the percentage of tenancy is 39. In Iowa, the great
corn State, it is 49. These States and many others did
not begin with tenants and morigages. They began with
the owners of free soil, and now what is to be done about
them has become a major national question.

Another puzzling feature of the unfavorable situation of
agriculture is that the growth of tenancy and debf among
the farmers has been contemporaneous with a period of the
greatest industrial expansion and increase in material wealth
generally in the history of the world. On the surface it
would seem inevitable that agriculture would benefit by the
growth of such a market for its products. I have already
mentioned the fact that a hundred years ago it took 80 per-
cent of the people to produce the food supply of the country.
If now that percentage has dwindled to 30 and the other
70 percent are in the consumers’ class, that is seemingly
another factor that ought to have contributed to the pros-
perity of agriculture.

Yet in the face of this highly favorable combination of
conditions, the decline of agriculture has extended over a
long period of time. For example, in 1880, 25 percent of
the farmers were tenants. In 1900 the percentage had
grown to 35. During that period of 20 years the number
of tenant farmers increased by over 1,000,000, although
during that time 300,000,000 acres of new free land were
settled. Even the giving away by the Government of a
vast rich public domain did not stop the growth of tenancy
among the American farmers.

From 1900 to 1935 the percentage of tenancy increased
to 42 and the total number of tenants in the United States
as shown by the census of 1935 was 2,865,000 out of a grand
total of 6,812,000 farmers.

So it appears that for nearly 60 years, and under what
would appear to be the most favorable conditions in all
history, the great basic industry of agriculture in the United
States has steadily lost ground. It has been progressive
and continuous under all changes and conditions and ap-
parently it has affected agriculture alone. Putting out
$85,000,000 over a period of 3 years will not make much of
a dent in this situation.

The growth in farm indebtedness has been no less alarm-
ing. In March 1933 farm mortgages amounted to around
$12,000,000,000. This administration has put out over
$4,000,000,000 to relieve the farm-debt situation with inter-
est as low as 3142 and 4 percent per annum.

In arguing that tenancy and debt are not responsible
for the economic condition of agriculture, I am not to be
understood as condoning or minimizing these conditions.
On the contrary, I have supported every farm-aid measure
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which has come within my reach through the last five
sessions of Congress, and some of these measures, in my
opinion, embodied ideas which were at least partial solutions.
I refer particularly to the Agricultural Adjustment Act and
kindred separate measures for the control of production and
increase in farm prices,

In the hearings before the Interstate Commerce Committee
on a resolution directing the Federal Trade Commission to
investigate farm-machinery prices, it developed that while
production in farm machinery declined 80 percent at the
depth of the depression the prices of farm machinery had
only declined 6 percent. Translated into the terms used by
the critics of crop control, the Farm Machinery Trust plowed
under four rows out of five, by which means they were
enabled to maintain prices. The farmers could take a leaf
from that book.

Overspeculation in land prices, charged as one of the causes
of the decline in agriculture, no doubt had some place, but, as
I have pointed out, the process of decline has been continuous
over a long period of time and when speculation could not
have been a factor.

From my observation I would say that no one factor has
contributed more than the inability of the farmer to protect
himself from and against the markets and to successfully
market his products. The major part of his crops are thrown
on the market in a short period of time, overloading and
breaking it down. The prices were always highest when he
had the least to sell. Speculation in the price of his crops has
cost him a lot more than speculation in the price of his land.
Acting as an individual against the organized traders in his
products he had no chance. Producing all the food in the
country, he had no voice in the bargain. The buyer fixed the
price of everything he sold and the seller fixed the price of
everything he bought, and that tells a lot of the farmer's
story in a sentence.

Surpluses, the mass-production of machinery, is another
cause. Perhaps the ever normal granary would help some
with the problem of fat years and lean years. In some way
the farmer must handle surpluses. Marketing agreements
in which he would have a voice in the distribution and the
prices of his products, cooperative marketing, would help.
His business must be regulated. That is the end toward
which he must strive.

It is not disputed that some of the acts of Congress, like
the Agricultural Adjustment Act, the cotton, tobacco, and
sugar acts, did much to pull the basic farm commodities of
the country out of the hole. It is a singular thing that
measures which are good, which achieve such results, must
be thrown in the discard. They were good for the emer-
gency, but bad as permanent measures. I have never quite
reconciled myself to that viewpoint. It is possible they
required modifications, but I still have an unshaken convic-
tion that in the farm legislation which was declared invalid
by the Supreme Court, there was embodied practical
methods for the regulation and stabilization of agriculture,
and that no successful farm program hereafter can be
wholly free from the influence of those measures.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
all debate on this title and on all amendments thereto close
in 5 minutes.

Mr. GREEVER. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the right to ob=
ject, in order to ask the chairman of the committee one
question with regard to the provisions of section 22, page
8, as to voluntary adjustment of indebtedness between farm
debtors and their creditors. Does that include any class of
farm debtors?

Mr. JONES. Yes; it is not limited to those involved in this
bill. That is a general provision, a continuation of the
present activity.

Mr. GREEVER. It means that any farm debtor who wants
to compromise his debts will have the opportunity under the
authority of this bill? .

Mr. JONES. Yes; and some very fine work has been done
along that line in adjusting farm mortgages.
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks
unanimous consent that all debate upon the title just read
and all amendments thereto close in 5 minutes. Is there
objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. PETERSON of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, the Federal
Government at the present time is spending approximately
$1,000 per person for each person who is on the relief rolls
of this Nation. I contend that for a small amount addi-
tional this Nation, under a sound national land program,
can completely rehabilitate upon a self-sustaining basis not
one individual but an entire farm family. I contend that the
bill now before this membership will require an expenditure
of approximately $7,500 per farm family, and they will not be
in a condition of complete economic independence after it
has been expended, but will be $7,500, or 100 percent deeper
in debt. Under my proposal, for every $3,500 or less ex-
pended, we will completely relieve one family of its entire
farm-morteage indebtedness, and will also give a farm to an
additional family.

In other words, for less than $1,750 per family we are per-
mitted to grant complete economic independence to a com-
plete farm family unit of this Nation. In doing so we will
be going in complete harmony with the traditional Jeffer-
sonian policies which we all claim to hold in such high
regard.

Mr, Chairman, I appreciate the indulgence of the Com-
mittee today. I have not done this deliberately to take
your time, but to tell you I firmly believe that unless we do
reestablish the farm population of this Nation to a condition
of economic independence our free institfutions cannot sur-
vive.

I am offering fo you a program that is sound; a pro-
gram that is right; a program that is in harmony with
the true principles of free government; a program that is
in harmony with the divine laws of God and the eternal
laws of Nature. This bill H R. 6748 and the committee
reports which have been prepared after months and years
of laborious study and thought are now before the Public
Lands Committee of this House, where they rightfully be-
long. I sincerely trust that we will have the cooperation
of the chairman and the membership of that committee in
bringing that bill before this House, where it can receive
the same consideration this bill has received during the
last 2 days.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. PETERsoN] has expired. All time has expired.

The Clerk read as follows:

TiTLE ITI—RETIREMENT OF SUBMARGINAL LAND
PROGRAM

SectioN 31. The Secretary is authorized and directed to develop a
program of land conservation and land' utilization, including the
retirement of lands which are submarginal or not primarily suit-
able for cultivation, in order thereby to correct maladjustments
in land use, and thus assist in controlling soil erosion, reforesta=
tion, preserving natural resources, mitigating floods, preventing
impairment of dams and reservoirs, conserving surface and sub-
surface moisture, protecting the watersheds of navigable streams,
and protecting the public lands, health, safety, and welfare.

POWERS UNDER LAND PROGRAM

Sec. 32. To effectuate the program provided for in section 31,
the Secretary is authorized—

(a) To acquire by purchase, gift, or devise, or by transfer from
any agency of the United States or from any State, Territory, or
political subdivision, submarginal land and land not primarily
suitable for cultivation, and interests in and options on such
land. Such property may be acquired subject to any reservations,
outstanding estates, interests, easements, or other encumbrances
which the Secretary determines will not interfere with the utili-
zation of such prorerty for the purposes of this title.

(b) To protect, improve, develop, and administer any property
g0 acquired and to construct such structures thereon as may be
necessary to adapt it to its most beneficial use.

(¢) To sell, exchange, lease, or otherwise dispose of, with or with-
out a consideration, any property so acquired, under such terms
and conditions as he deems will best accomplish the purposes of
this title, but any sale, exchange, or grant shall be made only to
public authorities and agencies and only on condition that the
property is used for public purposes. The Secretary may recoms-
mend to the President other Federal, State, or Territorial agencies
to administer such property, together with the conditions of use
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and administration which will best serve the purposes of a land-
conservation and land-utilization program, and the President is
authorized to transfer such property to such agencies.

(d) With respect to any land, or any interest therein, acquired
by or transferred to the Secretary for the purposes of this title,
to make dedications or grants, in his discretion, for any public
purpose, and to grant licenses and easements upon such terms as
he deems reasonable.

(e) To cooperate with Federal, State, Territorial, and other publie
agencies in developing plans for a program of land conservation
and land utilization, to conduct surveys and investigations relating
to conditions and factors affecting, and the methods of accom-
plishing most effectively the purposes of this title, and to dissemi-
nate information concerning these activities.

(f) To make such rules and regulations as he deems necessary to
prevent trespasses and otherwise regulate the use and occupancy
of property acquired by, or transferred to, the Secretary for the
purposes of this title, in order to conserve and utilize it or advance
the purposes of this title. Any violation of such rules and regu-
lations shall be punished as prescribed in section 5388 of the
Revised Statutes, as amended (U. B. C., 1934 ed., title 18, sec. 104).

PAYMENTS TO COUNTIES

Sec. 33. As soon as practicable after the end of each calendar
year, the Secretary shall pay to the county in which any land is
held by the Secretary under this title 25 percent of the net reve-
nues received by the Secretary from the use of the land during
such year. In case the land is situated in more than one county
the amount to be paid shall be divided equitably among the re-
spective counties. Payments to counties under this section shall be
made on the condition that they are used for school or road pur-
poses, or both. This section shall not be construed to apply to
amounts received from the sale of land.

APPROPRIATION

SEc. 34. To carry out the provisions of this title there is author-
ized to be appropriated not to exceed $10,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1938, and not to exceed $20,000,000 for each of the
2 fiscal years thereafter.

Mr. LORD. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment which
is at the Clerk’s desk.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Lorp: Page 10, strike out lines 3 to 14,

inclusive, and insert:
““TAXATION

“Sec. 33. The property acquired by the Secretary to carry out the
provisions of this title shall be exempt from taxation by any State
or political subdivision thereof, but the Secretary shall pay, in
respect of such property (except property used solely for adminis-
trative purposes), to the State or political subdivision thereof con-
cerned, an amount which the Secretary determines to be fair and
reasonable but not more than the property taxes (including special
and other assessments) which would be payable to such State or

-political subdivision if such property were owned by a private

individual. The payment of such amount shall be made on the
day upon which taxes would otherwise be due and payable.

Mr. LORD. Mr. Chairman, I want to call the attention
of the House to section 33, on page 10. This provides that
25 percent of the profits from the submarginal lands pur-
chased by the Government shall go to the counties as taxes.
The submarginal land as purchased will not pay any income
whatever, but will take out of the tax rolls and from the
school districts and the highway districts land that is now
on the assessment roll and paying taxes.

It will add to the taxes of all other farm lands and all
other property in the district. They will have to bear the
burden of taxation that was formerly assessed on these par-
ticular lands.

In the State of New York the State buys land for reforesta-
tion. The State buys the land and it is assessed for what the
State pays for it, and the State pays taxes for highways and
schools on the same basis as other real property in the
district. I do not propose to assess the land but I have
taken this language from a bill which the Secretary pre-
sented to us. I propose that the Secretary decide what is
the fair and equitable tax for the Government to pay to
the various counties and school districts. On this basis they
will receive payment, and the extra burden will not fall upon
the taxpayers for these various purposes. In other words,
in this bill we are trying to relieve farmers and at the same
time we are adding on fo the tax rate of all other farmers
in the tax district in order to do it.

In addition, in most districts where the land is purchased
there is bonded indebtedness and the balance of the tax-
payers will have to bear the extra burden that has been
assessed against the land purchased by the Government.
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This is to my mind very unfair to the farmers and tax-
payers of our Nation.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Lorp] has expired.

Mr. JONES. Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
all debate on this title and all amendments thereto close in
9 minutes, 3 minutes to be allowed each of the three gentle-
men now seeking recognition.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from New York [Mr. Lorpl.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr, WEARIN. Mr, Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WEARIN: On page 9, line 2, after the
word “p’ ", strike out the period and insert “or to tenants
who can qualify as such under the terms of this act.”

Mr. WEARIN. Mr. Chairman, I have offered this amend-
ment to this particular title with the thought in mind that
submarginal lands should be available for resale to tenants
whenever the Secretary of Agriculture thinks that it is advis-
able that such action proceed. I do not expect to press the
amendment; in fact, I intend to withdraw it because, by vir-
tue of having discussed the situation with the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Agriculture [Mr. Jones] it
is my understanding that in all probability legislation deal-
ing with the disposition of submarginal land will be forth-
coming. I do, however, expect, as I originally intended, to
offer an amendment to title IV with reference to the transfer
of lands now held by the Federal land banks to the Depart-
ment of Agriculture for resale by the Secretary to purchasers
on a contract basis; and when we reach that point I desire
to call the matter to the attention of the members of the com-
mittee, I believe firmly that it constitutes one of two major
plans by which we can solve the problem of tenancy in the
United States. This particular procedure has been followed
with some degree of success in other sections of the world,
and this is especially true of the Free State of Ireland. I

" believe that when we are experimenting with a proposition
so vast as this that we should incorporate in any model proj-
ect, if such it can be called, the various provisions that might
prove satisfactory with a view to advancing each of them to
such a point that we can decide for ourselves after that
experimental period which is the most satisfactory.

Keeping in mind the fact that I shall offer this amend-
ment to title IV when we reach that particular juncture in
the reading of the bill, I ask unanimous consent at this time,
Mr. Chairman, to withdraw my amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Case of South Dakota: On page
10, line 13, after the word “both", strike out the period, insert a
semicolon and the words “or applied to funds for the
retirement of bonds or warrants legally issued and outstanding
at the time of the passage of this act.”

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, this amend-
ment is to page 10 of the bill. The sentence to be amended
reads as follows:

Payments to counties under this section shall be made on the
condition that they are used for school or road purposes, or both.

My amendment adds to that the authority for this money
to be applied also to the sinking funds for retirement of
bonds and warrants legally issued and outstanding at the
time this act becomes law.

A good deal of the debate on this bill has been confined
to the subject of the farm-tenancy program in title I. As
far as I am concerned titles II and III are equally important
in the Great Plains area.
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Rehabilitation loans and the submarginal land buying
program are equally important with the fenancy program.
The rehabilitation grants have kept thousands of farmer
families alive the past winter and the loans are giving them a
chance to get going again. The marginal land-purchase pro-
gram opens the way to a wiser land use. These things are
continued under tifles II and III and my desire is to have
future operations in these fields profit from what experience
has been had.

If we limit the use of this 25 percent of the revenue from
these purchased lands to school and road purposes we are
going to throw the entire burden of present bonds and war-
rants onto the remaining landholding taxpayers.

I have seen how that has worked out in two or three sub-
marginal areas in my district. We have a constitutional
limit on levies as well as total debt. In counties where those
limits have been reached, it is not only unfair but imprac-
tical to throw onto remaining taxpayers the capital debts
that have been based on an assessed valuation that included
the lands this purchase program will remove.

It means an unbalanced tax structure that is unworkable.
It will relieve the road and school funds, but where the limit
has been reached on sinking fund levies, you cannot shift
or adjust the situation. But if this revenue from the graz-
ing areas or from this submarginal area can be applied to
outstanding, legally issued bonds and warrants it will con-
tribute much to the workability of the bill.

I hope the committee will accept the amendment.

[Here the gavel fell.]

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
FercusoN] is recognized for 3 minutes.

Mr, FERGUSON. Mr, Chairman, as to the general philos-
ophy of this bill, it is a “hope bill” in that we hope it will
be administered in a manner that will work out beneficially
to the farm-tenant class in this country.

As far as I am concerned I hope that the county com-
mittees devote their attention to the young, well-qualified
people in the counties who will make good, and they do not
spend too much time rehabilitating farmers who have spent
20 years as tenants and failed to make good. It seems
strange to me that the Congress would authorize the loan-
ing of this vast sum of money which admittedly will not
scratch the surface of the tenant problem without first
taking into consideration these things: First, the farmer who
is still operating his own place and must have stable prices
over a period of years to continue to operate. Second, the
great number of farmers in the drought area who have
been dispossessed of their property although they had dem-
onstrated, without doubt, their ability to farm with favorable
rainfall and prices. Third, sufficient and reasonable farm
credit fo those farmers who are able to put up margin both
on the purchase of land and operation of their farm.

It seems to me that this class of farmer should receive
first attention before we go into the business of setting up
tenant farmers for whom the Government is required to
pay the full purchase price of land and then loan the full
amount necessary to start and operate the farm,

However, if the county committees pick out the best-
trained and best-equipped young people in the counties to
give them the advantage of this bill it can be of great
benefit, because the boy and girl vocationally trained for
life on the farm will make a success.

This, however, is not the reason for my taking the floor.
Three years ago I started talking about the Dust Bowl and
wind erosion in the panhandle of Oklahoma and in the
Southwest. I introduced several bills on the subject—H. R.
5961 that provides for an appropriation for the Secretary
of Agriculture to create a special “dust bowl” area in five
Southwestern States and for the establishment of grass-
breeding and experiment projects; H. R. 5959, authorizing
the Secretary of Agriculture to create a special “dust bowl”
area in Kansas, Oklahoma, Colorado, New Mexico, and
Texas; H. R. 2286, making an appropriation for emergency
relief in the stricken agricultural areas; H, R. 2287, that
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would provide for a 10-year program of purchasing pasture
land under the authority of the Soil Conservation and Do-
mestic Allotment Act. The distinguished and able chair-
man of the Committee on Agriculture has also worked on
this subject during this time. At last a bill that covers the
subject of buying submarginal land is before this House.
The provisions with reference to the submarginal land pro-
gram are contained in title ITI. I hope the House realizes
the importance of title ITL.

Unquestionably the Government policy of granting home-
steads and establishing small units in the western plains
area was the cause of economic distress to the homesteader
and destruction of land. Many Members cannot yet dis-
tinguish between the dust storms of recent years and the
sand storms we have always had in the West. Sand storms
are caused by high winds. The dust storms are caused by
fine silty soil that has been cultivated, then dried out by
months of burning sun. This dust will rise miles in the
air with even the slightest breeze, and when this soil is
gone the bare subsoil in this country is worthless. Not
only does it destroy the land that has been cultivated, but
it is more unbearable than a flood or fire to the people for
hundreds of miles around. The dust cannot be extin-
guished like a fire nor does it reach a peak and recede like
a flood. It is a constant menace day after day and when
the rain clears the atmosphere it is likely to return a few
days after. So I have sought legislation from the Congress
for 3 years to tackle this problem. A bill that would com-
mit the Government to buy this land, restore it fo its eco-
nomic use of grazing and remove this land as a menace
to surrounding land and the inhabitants of the country
for a radius of several hundred miles. This area is a sore
that has spread and is gradually increasing in spite of all
private and Government efforts made so far to stop it.
And within the course of our lifetime at its present rate of
expansion we could see the area between the Rocky Moun-
tains and the Mississippi change from the greatest agricul-
tural area in the world o a desert.

The Assistant Secretary of Agriculture, Mr. M. L. Wilson,
when testifying before the Committee on Flood Control,
substantiated the necessity of this land-buying program.
While the testimony is not available in printed form as yet,
I may quote him, in substance, as saying that several million
acres in this Southwest country were so badly eroded that
there is no incentive for a private individual to restore this
land to economic uses. He also agreed with me that in many
instances, in spite of the amount of rainfall, the soil in this
area is of a type, and the velocity of the wind is so high,
that once the land is denuded, regardless of rainfall, nature
alone will not cover this land with vegetation. The drifts
of soil along the fence lines and in hummocks in the fields
must be worked into the soil. The soil must be cultivated
before any vegetation can start to grow. Once you have a
crop started, a vegetative cover, then the regrassing process,
which will take some 10 to 15 years, according to a state-
ment made before the Flood Control Commitiee by Mr.
H. H. Bennett, Director of the Soil Conservation Service,
can begin in earnest.

In summary, this land must be purchased by the Gov-
ernment under the provisions of this section of the bill:
First, to save the eroded land itself; second, to save adja-
cent farm land that has been carefully farmed, that is now
being carefully farmed, but will be ruined if these fields are
not properly cared for; third, to save the people for a radius
of several hundred miles from the discomfort and economic
loss caused by repeated dust storms; fourth, to check the
constant threat of furning a vast area between the Rocky
Mountains and the Mississippi River info a desert.

This section of the bill to me is the most important not
only to my district but to the Nation. I hope that it will
be in the final bill as passed by the Congress and that ap-
propriations will be made immediately to carry out the
program as authorized.

Mr, Chairman, let me, in closing, urge my colleagues to
support this bill containing this program of land purchased
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by the Government to obtain the proper utilization of land.
From the wording of the section I know every effort will be
made by the Department of Agriculture to cooperate with
the State agencies such as have already been set up in my
State of Oklahoma to carry out this program.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from South Dakota [Mr. Casg]l.

The amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

TrrLE IV—GENERAL PROVISIONS
FARM SECURITY ADMINISTRATION

BecTION 41. (a) The Secretary shall establish in the Department of
Agriculture a Farm BSecurity Administration to assist him in the
exercise of the powers and duties conferred by this act.

(b) For the purposes of this act, the Secretary shall have power

(1) Appoint (without regard to the civil-service laws and regu-
lations) and fix the compensation of such officers and employees
as may be necessary. No person shall be appointed or transferred
under this act to any position in an office in a State or Territory
the operations of which are confined to such State or Territory
or a portion thereof, or in a regional office cutside the District of
Columbia the operations of which extend to more than one, or
portions of more than one, State or Territory, unless such person
has been an actual and bona-fide resident of the State or Territory,
or mgl:i%n’otas tl:al case th?;ylbe. in we?tm such office is located, for
& per not less year ni receding the appoin
or transfer to such position (d.lsrega.rd.l.npg periods of reslzdencetné%%f
side such State or Territory, or region, as the case may be, while
in the Federal Government service). If the operations of the office
are confined to a portion of a single State or Territory, the
appoint ormtra.ns!er o:.{"s? mhh%r neasle:l.B t&s;chmomce stion

who are en
of the State or Territory. - e

(2) Accept and utilize voluntary and uncompensated
and, with the consent of the agency concerned, utilize the officers,
employees, equipment, and information of any agency of the Fed-
erhail Government, or of any State, Territory, or political subdi-
vision.

(3) Within the limits of appropriations made therefor, make
necessary expenditures for personal services and rent at the seat
of government and elsewhere; contract stenogra
services; purchase and exchange of supplies and equipment, law
books, books of reference, directories, periodicals, newspapers, and
press clippings; travel and subsistence expenses, including the
expense of attendance at meetings and conferences; purchase,
operation, and maintenance, at the seat of government and else-
where, of motor-propelled passenger-carrying and other vehicles;
Be may from time t fie Gnd Hecessary foc the Proper shmiaie

e may m e e or the adminis-
tration of this act. i

(4) Make contracts for services and purchases
out regard to the provisions of section 3709 of the Revised Stat-
utes (U. B. C., 1934 ed., title 41, sec. 5) when the aggregate amount
involved is less than $300.

(6) Make payments prior to audit and settlement by the Gen-
eral Accounting Office.

(6) Acquire land and interests therein without regard to section
355 of the Revised Statutes, as amended (relating to restrictions
on the acquisition of land by the United Btates).

(7) Compromise claims and obligations arising under, and ad-
Just and modify the terms of leases, contracts, and
agreements entered into pursuant to, this act, as circumstances

may require,

(8) Pursue to final collection, in any court, State or Federal,
all claims arising under this Act, or under any mortgage, lease,
contract, or agreement entered into pursuant to this act.

(9) Make such rules and regulations as he deems necessary to
carry out this act,

COUNTY COMMITTEE

BEc. 42. (a) The Becretary is authorized and directed to appoint
In each county in which activities are carrled on under title I
a county committee composed of three farmers residing in the
county.

(b) Each member of the committee shall be allowed compensa-
tion at the rate of $3 per day while engaged in the performance of
duties under this act but such compensation ghall not be allowed
with respect to more than 5 days in a month. In addition, they
shall be allowed such amounts as the Secretary may prescribe for

traveling and subsistence expenses.

(c) The committee shall meet at least once in each month and
two members shall constitute a quorum. The Becretary shall pre-
scribe rules governing the procedure of the committees, furnish
forms and equipment necessary for the performance of their
duties, and authorize and provide for the compensation of such
clerical assistants as he deems may be required by any committee.

(d) Committees established under this act shall, in addition to
the duties specifially imposed under this act, perform such other
duties under this act as the SBecretary may require of them,

RESETTLEMENT PROJECTS

Bec. 43. The Secretary is authorized to continue to perform such
of the functions vested in him pursuant to Exzecutive Order No.
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7530 of December 31, 1936, as amended by Executive Order No. 7557
of February 19, 1937, and pursuant to Public Act No. 845, approved
June 29, 1936 (40 Stat, 2035), as shall be necessary only for the
completion and administration of those resettlement projects,
rural rehabilitation projects for resettlement purposes, and land
development and land utilization projects, for which funds have
been allotted by the President, and the balances of funds available
to the Secretary for said purposes which are unexpended on June
30, 1937, are authorized to be appropriated to carry out said
purposes.
GENERAL PROVISIONS APPLICAELE TO SALE

Sec. 44, The sale or other disposition of any real property ac-
quired by the Secretary pursuant to the provisions of this act, or
any interest therein, shall be subject to the reservation by the
Secretary on behalf of the United States of not less than an un-
divided half of the interest of the United States in all coal, oil,
gas, and other minerals in or under such property.

SURVEYS AND RESEARCH

SEc. 45. The Secretary is authorized to conduct surveys, investi-
ations, and research relating to the conditions and factors affect-
Eng, and the methods of accomplishing most effectively, the
purposes of this act, and may publish and disseminate information
pertinent to the various aspects of his activities.
VARIABLE PAYMENTS

Sec. 46. The Secretary may provide for the payment of any
obligation or indebtedness to him under this act under a system
of variable payments under which a surplus above the required
payment will be collected in periods of above-normal production
or prices and employed to reduce payments below the required
payment in periods of subnormal production or prices.

SET-OFF

Sec. 47. No set-off shall be made against any payment to be
made by the Secretary to any person under the provisions of this
act, by reason of any indebtedness of such person to the United
States, and no debt due to the Secretary under the provisions of
this act shall be set off against any payments owing by the United
States, unless the Secretary shall find that such set-off will not
adversely affect the objectives of this act.

BID AT FORECLOSURE

SEec. 48. The Secretary is authorized and empowered to bid for
and purchase at any foreclosure or other sale, or otherwise to
acquire property pledged or mortgaged to secure any loan or other
indebtedness owing under this act; to accept title to any property
so purchased or acquired in the name of the United States; to
operate or lease such property for such period as may be deemed
necessary or advisable to protect the investment therein; and to
sell or otherwise dispose of such property so purchased or acquired
upon such terms and for such considerations as the Secretary
shall determine to be reasonable, but subject to the reservation of
mineral rights provided for in section 44.

FEES AND COMMISSIONS PROHIBITED

Sec. 49. No officer, attorney, or employee of the United States
shall, directly or indirectly, be the beneficiary of or receive any fee,
commission, gift, or other consideration for or in connection with
any transaction or business of the United States under this act
other than such salary, fee, or other compensation as he may
receive from the United States. Any person violating the pro-
visions of this section shall, upon conviction thereof, be punished
by a fine of not more than $1,000 or imprisonment for not more
than 1 year, or both.

EXTENSION TO TERRITORIES

SEec. 50. The provisions of this act shall extend to the Territories
of Alaska and Hawall.

SEPARABILITY

Sec. 51. If any provision of this act, or the application thereof
to any person or circumstances, is held invalid, the remainder of
the act, and the application of such provisions to other persons or
circumstances, shall not be affected thereby.

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment,
which I send to the Clerk’s desk,

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BorLeau: Page 11, line 5, after the
word “appoint”, strike out line 5 and all of line 6 down to and
including the word “of.”

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr, Chairman, this amendment would
knock out of the bill that language which would suspend
the operation of the civil-service and classification laws. In
the bill as presented by the committee there is a provision to
the effect that the Secretary will have power to appoint,
without regard to civil-service laws and regulations, and
fix the compensation of such officers and employees as may
be necessary. The amendment I have offered would strike
out the words “without regard to the civil-service laws and
regulations and fix the compensation of”; so that the sen-
tence would read as follows:

The Secretary would have the power to appoint such officers and
employees as may be necessary.
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The elimination of the language exempting the civil-service
laws and regulations from applying to this section would
mean all persons appointed and salaries paid them would be
governed entirely by the civil-service laws and the Classifi-
cation Act.

This amendment is the subject of a minority report signed
by the minority members of the Committee on Agriculture,
including the Republican members of that committee and
myself, I submit there is no justification for knocking out
the civil service so far as this bill is concerned. If you do
not. believe in the civil service, if you want to eliminate it
entirely, then in the name of justice bring in a bill here that
will eliminate it; but if you do believe in the civil service,
or if you lack the courage to bring in a bhill which would
outlaw it, then in the name of fair play do not take pot-
shots at the civil service every chance you get.

The civil service has not been perfect. No one who is
interested in that system believes it has been. There is
chance for improvement in the civil-service system, but the
way to improve if is to perfect the system and not make it
inapplicable to various bills as they come on the floor of
this House for consideration from time to time.

I submit if you permit this bill to be passed in its present
language, it means that the Democratic Party is against
civil service, and the Democratic Party in all these years
has never adopted a national platform in which it dared
come out in opposition to the civil service. There was some
justification a few years ago when emergency legislation
was being brought before the Congress to provide that the
civil-service laws should not apply, but there is no such
justification now. The emergency has passed and there
is no longer any justification whatsoever for providing
that the civil-service laws and regulations shall not apply
to this or any other bill which may be brought before the
Congress.

In conclusion may I say that the American people have
a right to believe because of the recent activities of the
Congress that the Democratic Party is not very friendly
toward civil service, and if we allow the language to re-
main in this bill, you cannot get away from the charge that
you are not only unfriendly to the civil service but you may
rightfully be charged with being an enemy of the civil
service.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that all speeches in connection with amendments to this
title of the bill be limited to 3 minutes each.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that all debate on this amendment and all amendments
thereto close in 6 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr, HILL of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposi-
tion to the amendment offered by the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. BorLeau] for the reason if we make it possible
in this bill for the civil-service rules and regulations to apply
that would result in sending out over the country to ap-
praise farms and buy them for these tenant farmers some
fellow who never saw a farm, who does not know anything
about the value of land, and who is thoroughly incompe-
tent. As a matter of fact, most of the civil-service em-
ployees are. They get in through some hocus-pocus and
do not care very much for the Congress or the Government
just so they can hold their jobs and we are kind enough fo
continue to make them appropriations. They are named all
wrong. They are hardly civil, and for their actual service
they are considerably overpaid. I think the more often we
leave them out the better off we will be. So much for that,
because I know the amendment will not be adopted.

Mr, Chairman, I am going to support this bill. Nearly
every Member who has spoken on this bill has offered a
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reason for so doing or a hope it might turn out good as his
excuse for doing so.

You know this couniry has been in the habit of subsidiz-
ing some interest that gets into distress for a good many
years. I remember over 20 years ago when I was a Member
of this body we subsidized the shipping industry because it
was said they were not self-sustaining and could not com-
pete with the rest of the shipping countries of the world.
Then in recent years when everybody and all business con-
cerns went down on their knees and were begging for help
and their very lives and were ready and willing to give up
half of all they had if the President would save the other
half, we commenced a free use of legislative subsidies. We
subsidized all the banks in order that the poor, prostrate
things might rise on both of their feet and open their doors
in safely. We also subsidized fthe railroads of this country
in order that they could roll their cars on the railroad tracks
from one end to the other. We subsidized building and loan
associations, We subsidized insurance companies in order
that they could have the assurance they could insure you.
We subsidized mines and factories. In fact we subsidized
enterprises and businesses that came begging, crying, and
kneeling at our feet.

Therefore, any time any industry in this country has be-
come distressed financially, for a good many years we have
just subsidized them. These industries are the compara-
tively small ones. The largest industry we have in the coun-
try is farming. There are something like 10,000,000 farmers
in this country engaged in that business, which is a lot of
stockholders. Approximately one-third of this number are
tenant farmers.

Now we come in with some little peewee program and
hope we may pry in and lend some money to subsidize the
broken-down farmers who went broke for the same reason
the banks, the railroads, and the insurance companies, and
so forth, went broke, and for no other reason,

If we will just be as charitable and as liberal to these
fellows who really want to farm, who really want to engage
in the largest industry in the United States, one which is
absolutely indispensable to the welfare of this country,
maybe this bill will be an intervening wedge which will give
us the right to do so.

Mr. Chairman, notwithstanding the apparent good purpose
and intent of this bill, yet I am imbued with two very serious
misgivings as to its complete satisfactory workability. In the
first place, the amount of the appropriation in this bill is not
sufficient for the farming industry to feel the entrance of this
intervening wedge. I am also fearful that this may be the
beginning of an expenditure that we do not here fathom, and
one that at a future date we shall be called upon to check.
At that time it may be difficult for us to legislate the check.

In the second place, I am not fully convinced but that this
bill will call for the creation of an additional commission or
bureau to administer the expenditure of the appropriation,
although I was advised here on the floor today by our worthy
and capable chairman, Mr. Jones, of Texas, that there would
be no such expense, and I am trusting in the correctness and
truthfulness of that advice.

We have heard a great deal foday from the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. PETERSON] about a land bill in which he is inter-
ested and that he soon hopes to have before us for considera-
tion—a bill which he says will provide for the already estab-
lished Land Office of the Government to buy and sell the lands
to tenant farmers with no necessity for an extra or additional
bureau. That bill may do more and go farther than this one,
and if so, when it comes on for consideration it may be that
we shall be convinced it should supplant this one. If it does,
let us not hesitate to adopt it in lieu of the present bill.

These are my misgivings, and may I now say I am unalter-
ably opposed to the creation of any other commissions or
bureaus. I should like to see this Congress abolish about 75
percent of all present existing commissions and bureaus and
try to operate all the affairs of the Government at a tremen-
dously great saving to the taxpayers. If we should now begin
to conduct the business of the Government along the line and
with some economy that a private individual or corporation
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operates his or its business, you would be surprised how
qtgiet}:rkly an out-of-balance Budget would begin to balance
i %

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if the provision in
this bill to destroy the civil service and merit system is
one of the decisions made by the Democratic Party down
on Jefferson Island the other day. Is this the kind of
religion that sprung from that revival meeting? It is a
complete change of front since the last election. I shall
read to you what the Democratic national platform had
to say about the merit system last year.

For the protection of Government itself and the promotion of
its efficiency, we pledge the immediate extension of the merit
system through the classified civil service—which was first estab-
lished and fostered under Democratic auspices—to all nonpolicy=
making positions in the Federal service,

We shall subject to the civil-service law all continuing posi-
tions which, because of the emergency, have been exempt from
its operations.

This is pretty explicit and a definite pledge to the people.
Now the Democrats come in here with a new civil-service
policy. It seems to me either you are for civil service or
you are against civil service. If this had been the first time
and was merely the exception to the rule it would be a
different matter, but bill after bill is coming from the Dem-
ocratic majority that undermines and destroys the civil serv=-
ice, protection of which your party claims you had so much
to do in establishing.

I submit the time has come for a record vote on the ques-
tion of civil service. There are plenty of good men left
even in the Democratic Party to fill these positions under
civil service. There are plenty of honest men left in the
Democratic Party under civil service to fill all these jobs.
Why not have a record vote with respect to where we stand
on this question of merit and the civil service instead of
violating the civil-service system by subterfuge and not by
a record vote of the Members of Congress. That is the
issue before you. This provision is merely another one of
the efforts of Democratic spoilsmen to grab the jobs and
to seize upon all possible political plunder and patronage
for deserving Democrats regardless of the merit system.
Let us be honest with ourselves.. Let us take a stand
whether we are for the merit system or against it. The
President repeatedly gives lip service to the merit system
and just as often joins with the Democratic spoilsmen in
Congress to undermine and destroy the civil-service system
in violation of platform promises and campaign pledges.
[Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.l

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr, BorLeaul.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. BorLeau) there were—ayes 32, noes 81.

So the amendment was rejected,

Mr. JONES. Mr, Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. JoNes: On page 10, line 23, after
the word “Secretary”, strike out the word “shall” and insert in
lieu thereof the word “may.”

Mr., JONES. Mr. Chairman, this amendment simply
makes the establishment of the act discretionary. It is not
a committee amendment. I think it is wise. If there is
any objection to the amendment, I shall not insist on it.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. JoNEs],

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. JONES. Mr, Chairman, I offer a further amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Jones: On page 17, line 8, after the
period, insert a colon and the following: “No member of a county
committee established under section 42 shall knowingly make or
Join in making any certification prohibited by section 2 (c).”

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, this amendment is simply
to correct the oversight to which the gentleman from Texas
[Mr, Sumners] called our attention.
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The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. JoONES].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I offer a further amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Jones: Strike out lines 11 to 14,
inclusive, on page 13 and insert in lieu thereof the following:

“(8) Collect all claims arising under this act or under any mort-
gage, lease, contract, or agreement entered into pursuant to this
act, and, if in his judgment, necessary and advisable, to pursue
the same to final collection in any court, State or Federal, upon
suits brought under the supervision of the Attorney General by
the United States attorneys for the districts, respectively, in which
such claims arise, or by such other attorney or atforneys as may
under the law be designated by the Attorney General.”

Mr. JONES. Mr, Chairman, this amendment, offered at
the suggestion of the Department of Justice, simply provides
that suits, when claims go to suit, shall be handled by the
Department of Justice.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. JONES].

The amendment was agreed fo.

Mr, JONES. Mr. Chairman, I offer a further amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Jones: On page 11, line 8, before the
word “shall”, insert the following: “(except as to positions requir-
ing technleal training and experience for which no one possessing
the requisite technical training and experience is available within
sucharea)' and in line 24, after the word “shall”, insert the
following: “except as provided above.”

Mr, JONES. Mr. Chairman, I have shown this amendment
to a number of members of the committee. "This simply
exempts the positions requiring technical training from the
residential requirements.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. JoNES],

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr, WARREN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WaReREN: Amend section 43, page 15,
line 4, by adding at the end of the section the following: “Pro-
vided, That any land held by the United States under the super-
yision of the Secretary of Agriculture pursuant to said Executive
orders may, where sultable, be utilized for the purposes of title I
of this act, and the Secrétary may sell said land and make loans
for the necessary improvement thereof .fo such individuals and
upon such terms as shall be in accordance with the provisions of
said title.”

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I have consulted with the
ranking minority member of the committee, and we have no
objection to the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. BIERMANN. Mr, Chairman, I offer an amendment,

which is at the Clerk’s desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BrErmMANN: On page 15, line 10,
after the first word “of”, strike out all the rest of line 10 and
the first three words in line 11.

Mr. BIERMANN. Mr., Chairman, this amendment simply
provides that when the United States Government sells any
land, that it shall retain all the coal, all the oil, all the gas,
and all other minerals in the property. It seems to me there
ought to be no argument about this. This land, when sold,
is sold for farming purposes and not for speculative pur-
poses. It seems to me there can be only one side to this
proposition. The Government ought to retain all the min-
eral rights.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, may I suggest to the gentle-
man that if he makes it three-fourths that it will be agree-
able; otherwise, you could go on this land under a lease from
the Government and destroy the surface value. There ought
to be a part of such rights left in the owner of the land in
some instances.

Mr. BIERMANN. No; this is the case of the Government
selling the land to an individual.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. BrerMARN].

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. BierMANN) there were—ayes 27, noes 98,
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So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. FULLER. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, FuLier: Page 14, lines 5 and 6, strike
out the following: “The committee shall meet at least once in

each month and two members” and insert “two members of the
committee.”

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I have talked with the
ranking minority Member, and unless there is some objec-
tion, I have no objection to the amendment.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. JONES. I yield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. WADSWORTH. It is a little difficult for us to under-
stand just what this amendment does. May I ask this
question, and perhaps it will be answered by the amend-
ment. In view of the fact that under this bill for the first
year no more than one case can be decided upon in each
agricultural county of the United States, is it necessary
under those circumstances that the committee in every
county meet once every month?

Mr. JONES. The amendment does away with that ne-
cessity.

Mr. FULLER. That is to save $30,000 a month.

Mr, WADSWORTH. Congratulations.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the gentleman from Arkansas.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr, COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following
amendment, which I send to the desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CocEran: Page 15, line 10, strike
out the word “half” and insert “three-quarters.”

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, my amendment meets
the suggestion of the chairman of the Committee on Agri-
culture made at the time the gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
BiermanN] offered his amendment. If the framers of the
Constitution had seen the wisdom of providing that all
coal, oil, gas, and other minerals in or under all lands
belonging to the Government at the time of the adoption
of the Constitution would remain the property of the United
States when the land was disposed of we would never have
been bothered with taxes. The revenue derived from the
sale of oil, coal, and so forth, would have supported the
Government for all time. I hope the amendment will be
adopted.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I have no personal objec-
tion to that. I would like to have the House know what
it is. The committee reported a reservation of one-half of
the mineral rights, and this amendment would change that
to three-fourths.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Missouri.

The question was faken; and on a division (demanded
by Mr. CocHraN) there were—ayes 52, noes 29.

So the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. WEARIN. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following
amendment, which I send to the desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WearIN: Amend title IV, section
41 (b), by inserting at the end of line 6, on page 13, the foll

“(7) Acquire all real property in the United States that the Fed-
eral land banks now own outright without any redemption rights
outstanding in former owners, which the said Federal land banks
are hereby authorized and directed to transfer and convey to the
Secretary of the Treasury, for which the said Fedaml land banks
shall accept from the Secretary of the Treasury in exchange
therefor Federal land-bank stock of equal value. In the same
manner the Secretary of Agriculture shall acquire within 6 months
real property which the Federal land banks at the time
of the adoption of this act hold sherifi's certificates or judg-
ments. For the purposes of such exchanges, the value of such
real pro| shall be the carrying value as it appears on the
books the said Federal land banks on the last day of the
month next preceding the adoption of this act; and the Federal
land-bank stock shall be valued at par. The Secretary of Agri-
cmumshallscqmmrmhmthanrwpropenysoacqm:edb

the Secretary of the Treasury: Provided, That the conveyance
luchreal property may be made under any procedure adopted
the Governor of the Farm Credlt Administration, the Secretary
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the Treasury, and the Secretary of Agriculture direct from the
Federal land banks to the said Secretary of Agriculture without
any intermediate transfer through the Secretary of the Treasury.
The provisions of section 355 of the Revised Statutes, as amended,
relating to restrictions on the acquisition of land by the United
States shall not apply to such transfers and conveyances, The
Secretary of Agriculture shall administer and dispose of such real
property as hereinafter prescribed in this act.”

Mr. JONES. Mr, Chairman, I reserve all points of order
on that amendment.

Mr. WEARIN. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry.
The gentleman from Texas reserves all points of order., I
appreciate his doing that, but after I have discussed the
amendment, then I presume I shall have have an oppor-
tunity to be heard on the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. As a matter of course the gentleman
would have that privilege.

Mr. WEARIN. Mr. Chairman, in brief this amendment
does this: It takes approximately 8,000,000 acres of land
now owned by the Federal land banks and transfers it to
the United States Department of Agriculture, to be resold
by the Secretary on a contract purchase agreement with
certain reservations pertaining to title, and the manner in
which the land is operated by the tenant purchaser. At the
present time that land is carried on the books of the Fed-
eral land bank at a price of approximately $123,000,000.
That includes the land owned by the Federal land bank
and the land in process of foreclosure, the two groups
amounting to a little over 8,000,000 acres.

Af the present time the Federal Treasury owns approxi-
mately $124,000,000 worth of stock in the Federal land banks
that would, in effect, offset the carrying value of the land,
that 8,000,000 acres; so that an exchange could be made very
nicely.

I realize the fact that there might be some opposition to
the procedure, and naturally so, because, as I understand it
and have been informed, the Federal land bank is not now
paying any interest to the Treasury on the $124,000,000
worth of stock. I believe this transfer could be made and
once the 8,000,000 acres were so transferred to the Secretary
of Agriculture, he would have an opportunity to begin a
land-purchase and resale program operated side by side
with the loan program provided in this bill, so that at the
end of a 2-year, 4-year, or 6-year period the United States
Congress would be better able to decide which of them was
working out the most satisfactorily as far as the tenant
purchaser was concerned.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I desire o make a point of
order against the amendment. If is clearly subject to a
point of order. If would authorize acquiring land from the
Federal land banks and the trading of stock in the banks.
These are not involved in this bill. It also provides for the
Treasury to accept this stock and turn land over to this
organization. There are a number of different points on
which it is subject to a point of order. It also makes the
provisions of section 355 of the statufe inapplicable. It
provides that for the purpose of exchanges the value of such
real property shall be that carried on the books of the land
banks. It is not germane to this bill. It brings in new sub-
jects. As I understand the rules of the House, if it is sub-
ject to a point of order on any ground, a point of order must
be sustained.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
WearIn] desire to be heard on the point of order?

Mr. WEARIN. I do, Mr, Chairman. I desire to call the
attention of the Chair to the enacting clause of this bill, which
specifies that it is an act to encourage and promote ownership
of farm homes. It can be seen that the enacting clause itself,
therefore, does not set out that this proposed act provides
exclusively for loans. It says it is a provision to encourage
and promote the ownership of farm lands, which is precisely
what my amendment does.

Secondly, this bill already deals with three separate and dis~
tinct subject matters, one of which involves the purchase and
resale of land, as does my amendment. The first of those
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separate and distinct features is the title that deals with
rehabilitation loans, which have been discussed extensively
today; another is the retirement of submarginal lands, and a
third is an allocation of funds, or rather permission granted
to the Secretary of Agriculture to use funds appropriated in
this act to continue and complete projects now under opera-
tion in the Resettlement Administration, which I remind the
Chair involves the purchase and resale of land, exactly as
this provision in my amendment does.

I have in my hand a letter from the Resettlement Admin-
istration of the United States Department of Agriculture, set-
ting out specifically that they have been proceeding in exactly
that way; that they have been buying land and reselling that
land to tenant purchasers. That is what I provide to do in
this amendment, and therefore it is germane to a section of
the measure under consideration.

Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact that this particular bill
involves three separate and distinet subject matters it
should be within the order of this committee to include a
fourth, if it were a fourth separate and distinct matter, but
I would remind the Chair of the fact that resettlement
projects are included in title IV of this act under section 43,
where the Secretary of Agriculture is permitted to use funds
for a continuation of the land purchase and resale program
on the part of the Federal Government, which is precisely
what my amendment proposes to do. There is no doubt,
Mr. Chairman, in the light of the above facts, that it is
germane,

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Driver). The gentleman from
Iowa offers an amendment which contains the following
language:

Acquire all real property in the United States that the Federal
land banks now own outright, without any redempiion rights
outstanding in former owners, which the said Federal land
banks are hereby authorized and directed to transfer and convey
e S e e o S e i e oo
therefor, Federal land-bank stock of equal l3:!:a|.mw—

And so forth.

u‘I;he measure under consideration has this provision in
title I:

mmmymmmtmhﬂemrdemdmutheﬂmm.
is authorized to make loans in the United States and in the -
torles of Alaska and Hawaii, to persons eligible to receive the
benefits of this title, to enable such persons to acquire farms,

It is true that this amendment seems to direct the thought
fo the same purpose, the acquisition of land for the pur-
pose of placing the same in the hands of tenants, share-
croppers, and so forth, for the purpose of providing farm
homes for that class of citizens; but there is a very distinct
difference in the provision for the acquisition of such homes
under the terms of this amendment and the provisions of
the bill. One is the purchase of a home direct by the
tenant and the furnishing of the money by the Secretary
of Agriculture for the purpose of enabling him to acquire
the title. In this amendment, however, new machinery is
set up for the purpose of operating with property that was
not considered at all in the bill under consideration. New
machinery is brought into life and authorized to operate
in connection with the use of properties owned by a sepa-
rate and distinet agency of the Government.

The Chair, therefore, is of the opinion that this amend-
ment is not germane to the provisions of the bill under
consideration.

The point of order is sustained.

Mr. FADDIS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Fabpis: On page 11, line 25, after
the word “Territory”, strike out the period, insert a semicolon and
the following:

“Provided hereafter, That appointment of persons to the Fed-
eral service for employment within the District of Columbia under
the provisions of this act, whether such appointment be within
the classified civil service or otherwise, shall be apportioned
among the several States and the Distriet of Columbia upon the
basis of population as ascertained at the last preceding census.

“In making separations from the Federal service or furloughs
without pay to last as long as 8 months of persons employed
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within the Distriet of Columbia under the provisions of this act,
the appointing power shall give preference in retention to ap-
pointees from States that have not received their share of ap-
pointments according to population: Provided, however, That sol-
diers, sailors, and marines, the widows of such, or the wives of
injured soldiers, sailors, and marines who themselves are not
qualified but whose wives are qualified to hold a position in the
Government service, shall be given preference in retention in their
several grades and classes where their ratings are good or better.”

Mr, JONES. Mr. Chairman, I regret exceedingly to make
a point of order against the amendment offered by my
friend, with much of which I am in sympathy, but I think
it ought to go to another committee.

Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order that the amend-
ment is not germane to the paragraph or to the bill. The
second paragraph of the amendment treats with making
separations from the Federal service through furloughs and
otherwise, it deals with employment in the District of Co-
lumbia, and so forth.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania desire to be heard on the point of order?

Mr. FADDIS. Mr. Chairman, I believe this amendment
is germane to the bill. The portion of the amendment re-
ferred to by the gentleman from Texas as treating with
separations refers to separations from the Federal service
of those coming under the provisions of this bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule.

The bill under consideration seeks to vest in the Secre-
tary of Agriculture, by the language beginning in line 3, on
page 11, authority to employ certain persons in connection
with the operation of the business, the duties and responsi-
bilities of making acquisitions of land, and making those
lands available to the classes of persons embraced in the
bill.

The amendment under consideration is nothing more nor
less than a mere limitation on the authority granted by the
bill. =

The Chair therefore rules that the amendment is ger-
mane to the bill.

The point of order is overruled.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania is recognized for 3
minutes.

Mr. FADDIS. Mr. Chairman, I merely wish to state to the
members of the committee that this is an amendment which
provides that appointments in the District of Columbia shall
be apportioned among the several States according to popu-
lation. The amendment is fair in all respects and should
not be controversial at all. I hope it is adopted.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment, which I send to the Clerk's desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MarTin of Colorado: Page 15, line 10,

strike out “an undivided three-quarters” and insert in lieu thereof
“nine-tenths.”

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order
that the amendment has been acted upon.

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Will the gentleman withhold
his point of order for a half a minute?

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a point of order
against the amendment.

Mr, MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, the Federal
Government, as the gentleman from Texas well knows, re-
serves all mineral rights and has reserved all mineral rights
on the public domain for more than 30 years, so that an
entryman gets nothing by his patent but surface rights. I
do not see any reason on earth why a tenant farmer, for
whom the Government buys land, should be given one-half,
as the bill originally proposed, or one-quarter of the mineral
rights, as amended, and I offer the amendment if for no
other purpose than to prevent this point passing unnoticed
and to preserve the matter in the record for possible con-
sideration in the other body. The absolute owner of the
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mineral rights gets only a one-tenth royalty and the Gov-
ernment should in no event surrender more than this.

Mr. JONES. Mr, Chairman, I renew my point of order
that this undertakes to amend an amendment already
adopted by the committee.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Colorado
desire to be heard?

Mr. MARTIN of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I regret very
much I did not have the opportunity to offer the amend-
ment when the matter was up for consideration before,
because it ought to be in the law.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is sustained.

Mr. DIMOND. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Dimonn: Page 17, line 14, after the
period, insert: “In the case of Alaska and Puerto Rico ,the term
‘county’, as used in this act, shall be synonymous to ‘Territory’ or
any subdivision thereof as may be designated by the Secretary,
and payment under section 33 of this act shall be made to the
Governor of the Territory or to the fiscal agent of such sub-
division.”

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Alaska
has explained this amendment to several members of the
Committee on Agriculture. We think it is a desirable
amendment and have no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the Delegate from Alaska [Mr. Dimonp].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. IGLESIAS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment,
which I send to the Clerk’s desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. ILEsias: On page 17, line 14, after
the word “Hawaii”, insert “and to Puerto Rico.”

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, that amendment is all right
and fits in with the other amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment
offered by the Delegate from Puerfo Rico.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I promised the chairman of
the steering committee, the gentleman from Oklahoma
[Mr. Jounson], some time in general debate, but through
oversight I neglected to reserve sufficient time for him. He
has been very helpful in this matter, and I ask unanimous
consent that the gentleman may proceed for 3 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

HELP FOR LANDLESS FARMERS

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Mr, Chairman, I deeply
appreciate the request of the chairman of the Agricultural
Committee that I be permitted to close this debate on the
farm-tenant bill. I have not had the opportunity of hearing
all of the discussion this afternoon, but I did hear some of
it. Two of my committees have been in session most of
the afternoon. However, I did hear the discussion on the
pending measure yesterday. I heard some of the distin-
guished Members of this body make speeches against adop-
tion of the rule to bring up the bill and then admit they
were going to vote for it. I heard my distinguished friend,
the gentleman from New York [Mr. Fisal, make a very
convincing speech against this measure, then he closed
that address by stating he was going to support the bill.

The distinguished chairman of the Committee on Agri-
culture, my good friend from Texas [Mr. JoNEs], gave us a
very interesting and detailed explanation of the provisions
of the Farm Security Act of 1937 on yesterday, and I shall
not take up the time of the House in going back over the
ground that he covered so ably.

It is my feeling that in the years to come this legislation,
regardless of what may be the final provisions of the law
when finally enacted, will be remembered as the most im-
portant accomplishment of this session of Congress. We
are making history here today. When this legislation is
finally enacted the 3,000,000 landless farmers of America
will have a new hope.
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BTEERING COMMITTEE ENDORSED BILL

The last time I addressed this House, on June 15, I gave
a brief report of a very interesting meeting that the Demo-
cratic steering committee had just held. At that meeting
we had the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Jones] and Senator
Joen H. BawksuEap, author of the Bankhead farm-fenant
bill. At that time it was my happy privilege to report to
you that the committee found the gentleman from Texas
.and the Senator from Alabama anxious and willing to co-
operate in getting farm-tenant legislation enacted at this
session. I was also able to report to you that the steering
committee had pledged its active and enthusiastic support
to this legislation of such vital importance to nearly half
of our farm population.

Permit me to congratulate the gentleman from Texas upon
the courageous fight he has made for this legislation, and
also to thank the Rules Committee for making it possible
to bring the Farm Security Act up at this time,

EILL NOT ENTIRELY BATISFACTOEY

This bill is by no means satisfactory to me. I am sure
it is not altogether satisfactory to the chairman of the com-
mittee, to the Speaker, or others who are fighting for it. As
our distinguished and beloved Speaker stated yesterday, it
is freely admitted that this bill does not go very far. We
are not going to accomplish much by appropriating $10,-
000,000 the first year, $25,000,000 the second year, and
$50,000,000 the third year, as proposed in this bill. But it
is an opening wedge—it is a start—and if properly adminis-
tered this bill will convince us of the necessity of going
ahead with a real, effective, and serious attack upon the
farm-tenancy problem.

I was especially interested in what the Speaker told us
about the early efforts of his distinguished father to get Fed-
eral aid for highways; how the idea was considered a dream,
unconstitutional, and impossible, but how an experimental
appropriation of $75,000 was finally made. I am pleased,
also, that he reminded us that rural free mail delivery started
as an experiment on a very short route.

Like the Speaker, I would prefer to have at least $50,-
000,000 appropriated now to start this farm-security pro-
gram; but if that is impossible, I am willing to take what we
can get and continue to fight for an adequate program.
[Applause.]

Mr. JONES. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. I yield to the distinguished
chairman with pleasure.

Mr. JONES. I want to express my appreciation for the
gentleman’s fine, unselfish work in connection with this
measure, and I wish to say the gentleman has done ex-
ceptionally good work as chairman of the Democratic
steering committee.

PROBLEM LONG NEGLECTED

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. I thank the gentleman.
May I say that Congress needs more men of the caliber,
vision, and courage of the gentleman from Texas.

Congress has not realized the seriousness of this problem
nor considered where it is leading us, or something would
have been done about it a long time ago, I am convinced.

Tenant farming is taking an alarming and costly yearly
toll in human and natural resources. The 1935 farm census
revealed that 52 percent of the farmers in the United States
rent all or part of the land they farm. There were 2,865,000
tenant farmers in 1935. In the spring of 1935, 34.2 percent
of the farmers had occupied their farms less than 1 year.
This annual and confinuous moving of farm families from
farm to farm each year has a disintegrating influence upon
rural social instifutions—schools, churches, lodges, coopera-
tives, and various farmers’ organizations.

A study published by the Oklahoma A. & M. College indi-
cated that at least “half of this moving is of no economic or
social benefit to the moving farmer, the owner of the land,
or to the State.” The report also states:

Children of the leu-n'equent movers averaged around one-fifth

more educational progress per school-age year than did the chil-
dren of more frequent movers.
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S0IL RESOURCES THREATENED

This constant shifting from farm to farm is not only
bampering the development of good rural schools and
churches but it is destroying our soil. Tenant farmers are
not in a position to maintain the soil and prevent erosion.
Many times inestimable loss occurs from negligent farming.
But how can this be prevented when the tenant has little or
no permanent interest in his farm? Once a ton of soil is
washed down into the sea, it is gone forever, and there is
nothing this or any future Congress can do to get it back.

I wanf to warn Members from the industrial centers that
they have a vital interest in this problem of farm tenantry
and soil erosion also. If the day ever comes when the soil
resources of this great land of ours are so depleted that we
cannot produce enough to feed the Nation we shall all suffer,
if not from scarcity, at least from a sharp increase in the
cost of living,

I ask you to consider the alarming increase in the number
of farm tenants in this country since the turn of the century.
If you do this, I am sure that this bill will pass by an over=
whelming majority.

FIGURES ARE ALARMING

The figures are alarming. The proportion of tenant farm=
ers in Oklahoma, a new State, increased from less than 1 per=
cent in 1890 to over 60 percent in 1935. At present some
130,000 tenants in Oklahoma operate almost 17,000,000 acres
of land. Sixty-five percent of the farmers in the Sixth Con-
gressional District of Oklahoma are tenants,

The following table indicates the importance of tenancy in
the Sixth Congressional District in Oklahoma, which district
I have the honor to represent in Congress. It shows the num-
ber of owners and tenants and the percentage of farm tenancy
by counties for 1935.

Number and percent of tenants in the Sizth Congressional District
lehoma

of Ok

County All Owners Tenants Eﬁ:ﬁm

Blaine. 2,709 1,210 1,402 55.1
Caddo. 5,579 2,081 3,520 6.1
Canadian o oo oo ol 2,704 1297 1,392 6L6
Comanche 2,826 1,060 1,743 6L7
Cotton 2 052 693 1357 66.1
Grady. 4,812 1,736 3,061 63.6
Jeflerson 1,904 501 1,395 70.0
Eingliahes-{ 0 S 2,623 1,282 1,334 50.8
Btephens. 3,03 912 2,102 60.5
g b RS ESTI SEHE L 2,322 10, 812 17, 306 65.0

The CHATRMAN. TUnder the rule the Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and, the Speaker having
resumed the chair, Mr. Driver, Chairman of the Committea
of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported
that, the Committee having had under consideration the
bill (H. R. 7562) to encourage and promote the ownership
of farm homes and to make the possession of such homes
more secure, to provide for the general welfare of the
United States, to provide additional credit facilities for
agricultural development, and for other purposes, pursuant
to House Resolution 261, he reported the same back to the
House with sundry amendments agreed to in Committee of
the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the previous question is
ordered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any amendment? If not,
the Chair will put them in gross.

The amendments were agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed, read a third time,
and was read the third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the passage of the
bill.

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Speaker, I offer a motion to
recommit.

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. BOILEAU. I cannot qualify in that respect, Mr,
Speaker.
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The SPEAKER. The Chair cannot recognize the gentle-
man to offer a motion to recommit.

Mr, MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I qualify,
and offer a motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I am, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman qualifies, and the Clerk
will report the motion to recommit.

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary ingquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. BOILEAU. In the event a member of the minority
or any other Member of the House desires to offer a motion
to recommit and seeks recognition, in the absence of any
statement that he is opposed to the bill, is not the Member
who seeks recognition entitled to recognition for that pur-
pose?

The SPEAKER. The rule is that a member of the mi-
nority is entitled to recognition to offer a motion to recom-
mit. In order that the member of the minority may qualify,
upon inquiry by the Chair he must state that he is opposed
to the bill. The Chair inquired of the gentleman if he was
opposed to the bill and the gentleman stated he could not
qualify in that respect. The gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. MarTIN] Was on his feet seeking recognition as a mem-
ber of the minority.

Mr. BOILEAU. I submit the gentleman from Massachu-

| setts was not on his feet, Mr. Speaker. The gentleman
' from Massachusetts was preparing to offer a motion to
' recommit in the event I was not granted recognition.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will again qualify members
of the minority who desire to offer a motion to recommit.
Is there any member of the minority who desires to offer

. & motion to recommit?

Mr. BOILEAU., Mr. Speaker, I desire to submit a mo-

| tion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr BOILEAU, I cannot qualify in that respect, Mr.
Speaker.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I am, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the motion to re-
commit offered by the gentleman from Massachusetts.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. MarTIN of Massachusetts moves to recommit the bill to the
Committee on Agriculture with instructions to report the same
{forthwith with the following amendment: Page 11, line 5, strike
out the following: *(without regard to the civil-service laws and
regulations) and fix the compensation of.”

Mr, MAPES rose.

The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman
from Michigan rise?

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Speaker, I should like to pursue a little
further the parliamentary inquiry of the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. BoiLeAtr], inasmuch as the question has been
raised.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state his parlia-
mentary inquiry.

Mr. MAPES. The gentleman from Wisconsin’s inquiry
had to do with a situation where no one asked for recog-
nition who was opposed to the legislation. Would the
gentleman from Wisconsin not have been entitled to make
the motion to recommit if no one opposed to the bill had
asked for recognition to make the motion?

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks, in view of the present
status, the gentleman’s inquiry is a hypothetical one. The
Chair undertook under the rules to qualify Members who
were entitled under the rules to make a motion to recommit.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question
on the motion to recommit.

Mr. MAPES. A further parliamentary inquiry, Mr,
Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it
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Mr. MAPES. Inasmuch as this question has been raised,
it seems to me that now is a good time to have the rule
clarified. My own thought is that if no one else asks rec-
ognition, a person should be recognized to make a motion to
recommit, although he does not qualify as being opposed to
the entire legislation. I know the impression has got around
the House that this cannot be done. I think this is a wrong
impression. I think now is a good time, inasmuch as the
questicn has been raised, when the Speaker might well clar-
ify the atmosphere in that respect.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will kindly state his
point of order.

Mr. MAPES. I have stated a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The Chair has answered the gentleman’s
parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. MAPES. If the Chair will permit, I do not think it
has been answered definitely.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will kindly restate his
parliamentary inquiry.

Mr, MAPES. Following up the inquiry of the gentleman
from Wisconsin with respect to the situation where no one
cared to ask for recognition who was prepared to say he
was opposed to the bill, my inquiry is, Was not the gentle-
man from Wisconsin entitled to recognition to make a mo-
tion to recommit?

The SPEAKER. The Chair has undertaken clearly to
state the rule with reference to qualification for offering a
motion to recommit. The Chair is of the opinion the record
made in this matter clearly states the proper position with
reference to this parliamentary situation.

The Chair asked the gentleman from Wisconsin, who first
arose and desired to offer a motion to recommit, if he was
opposed to the bill. The gentleman stated he could not
qualify in that he was not opposed to the bill. The Chair
then inquired if there was any Member of the minority who
desired to make a motion to recommit whe was opposed
to the bill. Thereupon the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. MarTIN] qualified and the Chair recognized the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts, under the circumstances, for
the purpose of submitting a motion to recommit. ¥

The gentleman from Texas moves the previous question
on the motion to recommit.

The previous question was ordered.
nﬂ'fhe SPEAKER. The question is on the motion to recom-

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. MarTiv of Massachusetis and Mr. Toeey), there were—
ayes 62, noes 165.

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Speaker, I demand the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 102, nays
231, not voting 99, as follows:

[Roll No. 98]

YEAS—102
Allen, Pa. Eaton Ludlow Beger
Amlie Eicher Mapes Shafer, Mich.
Andresen, Minn., Engel Martin, Mass, Bhort
Arends Englebright Maverick Bmith, Conn.
Bacon Ferguson Michener Smith, Maine
Bates Fish Millard Smith, Wash,
Bigelow Gearhart Mott Btefan
Boileau Gehrmann Oliver Taber
Brewster Guyer Patterson Teigan
Burdick Gwynne Pettengill Thomas, N, J.
Carlson Hancock, N.¥Y. Plumley Thomas, Tex.
Carter Harter Polk Thurston
Case, 8. Dak. Higgins Powers Tinkham
Church Hill, Wash., Ramspeck Tobey
Cochran Holmes Randolph Towey
Coffee, Wash. Hope Reed, IIl. Voorhis
Crawford Hull Reed, N. Y, Wadsworth
Crosser Jenkins, Ohio Rees, Eans. Welch
Culkin Jenks, N. H. Reilly Wiggleswo;
Dingell Johnson, Minn, Robinson, Utah Withrow
Disney Eenney Robslon, Ey. ‘Wolcott
Ditter Kinzer Rogers, Mass, ‘Wolfenden
Dondero Lambertson Rutherford ‘Wolverton
Douglas Lambeth Ryan ‘Woodruff
Dowell Lemke Sauthoff
Dunn Lord Bchnelder, Wis.




NAYS—231
Aleshire Doxey Eee
Allen, Del, Drew, Pa. Keller
. Driver Kelly, Il1.
Duncan Eelly, N. Y.
Ashbrook Eberharter Kennedy, Md.
Atkinson Eckert Kennedy, N. Y.
Barden Keogh
Barry Elliott Kirwan
Bell Evans KEitchens
Biermann Faddis Kleberg
Farley Eniffin
Bland Fitzgerald Eocialkowski
Fitzpatrick Kramer
Boland, Pa. Flannagan Lamneck
Boren Flannery Lanham
Boyer Fleger Lanzetta
Boykin Forand Larrabee
Boylan, N. Y. Ford, Calif, Leavy
Bradley Ford, Miss, Lewis, Colo
Brown Frey, Pa. Lucas
Bulwinkle Fries, I1l. Luckey, Nebr.
Burch Fuller L H
Caldwell Garrett McClellan
Cannon, Mo, Gasque McFarlane
t Gavagan McGehee
Celler Gildea McEeough
Champion Gi McLaughlin
Chandler Goldshorough lan
Gray, Ind.
Cltron Gray, Pa Magnuson
Clark, Idaho Greenwood Mahon, B. C.
Clark, N. C. Greever "
Claypool Gregory Maloney
Coffee, Nebr, Grifith Martin, Colo.
Colden Halnes
Cole, Md. Hancock, N.C. May
Collins Harlan Mead
Colmer Harrington Meeks
Cooley Hart Merritt
Cooper Havenner Miller
Costello Heal Mitchell, Tenn,
Cox Hendricks , Pa
Cravens Hennings Mosier, Ohio
Hill, Ala, Murdock, Ariz,
Crosby Hill, Okla. Nelson
Crowe Hobbs Nichols
Cullen Honeyman Norton
Curley Hook O’Brien, N1
Houston O’Brien, Mich.
Delaney Imhoff O'Connell, Mont.
Dempsey Izac O’Connell, R. L.
DeMuth Jacobsen O’Connor, Mont.
DeRouen Jarman O'Day
Dickstein Jenckes, Ind 'Leary
Dies Johnson, Lyndon O'Neill, N.J
Dixon Johnson, Okla. le
5 Johnson, W. Va. Owen
Doughton Jones Pace
NOT VOTING—99
Allen, T11 Fletcher McAndrews
Anderson, Mo. Fulmer
WS Gambrill McGranery
Beam . Gifford McGrath
Beiter Gllchrist McGroarty
Bernard Green
Boehne Griswold McReynolds
Brooks Halleck Maas
Buck Hamilton Mansfield
Buckler, Minn., Hartley Mason
Buckley, N. Y. Hildebrandt Mills
Byrne Hoffman Mitchell, ITL.
Cannon, Wis. Hunter Mouton
Casey, Mass. Jarrett Murdock, Utah
Clason Johnson.LutherA.Omunnnr X,
Cluett
Cole, N. Y. Kloeb O'Neal, Ey.
Knutson  ept
Eopplemann n
Divis Tea Quinn
Dirksen
Lesinski Reece, Tenn.
Drewry, Va. Lewls, Md. Rich
Ellenbogen Long Romjue
Fernandez Luce Babath
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Sutphin
Bwope

Tarver

Taylor, 8. C.
Terry

Thom
Thomason, Tex,
Thompson, Tl

Bimpson
Smith, W. Va.
Bnell

Bomers, N. Y.
Steagall

Bullivan
Bweeney
Taylor, Colo.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will call my name.
The Clerk called the name of Mr. BaNkHEAD, and he voted

“no.”

Mr, Remry, Mr. Bigerow, and Mr. DiNgELL changed their

votes from “no” to “aye.”

Mr. O'ConneErL of Rhode Island, Mr., BrapLEY, and Mr,
ArwoLp changed their votes from “aye” to “no.”

So the motion to recommit was rejected.

The Clerk announced the following pairs:

On this vote:
Mr. Snell (for) with Mr.

(against).

Drewry
Mr. Luce (for) with Mr. Beam (against).

Mr, Treadway (for) with Mr, Sullivan (agalnst).

Maas (for) with Mr. Vinson of Georgia (agalnst),

Knutson (for) with Mr, Wene (against).

Hartley (for) with Mr. Mouton (agalnst)

Dirksen (for) with Mr. White of Idaho (against).

Crowther (for) with Mr. Patton (against).

Gifford (for) with Mr, Somers of New York (against).

McLean (for) with Mr. Murdock of Utah (against).

Mason (for) with Mr, Hunter (against).

Cole of New York (for) with Mr. McAndrews (against),

Andrews (for) with Mr, Schuetz (against).

Rich (for) with Mr. Steagall (against).

Halleck (for) with Mr, Fulmer (against).

Reece (for) with Mr. Byrne (against).

White of Ohio (for) with Mr. Bulkley (against).

Simpson (for) with Mr. McReynolds (agalnst).

Taylor of Tennessee (for) with Mr. Sabath (as:n!nst).

Kvale (for) with Mr, Sheppard (against).

Cluett (for) with Mr. Fernandez (against).

Buckler of Minnesota (for) with Mr. Mansfield (against),
against).

REERRRRERRRRERRREERRR

Bernard (for) with Luther A. Johnson (

Mr Hoffman (for) with Mr. Belter (agalnst).

Mr, Jarrett (for) with Mr. Mitchell of Illinois (against).
Mr. Clason (for) with Mr, Mills (agalnst).

Until further notice:

O'Connor of New York with Mr, Gilchrist,
Taylor of Colorado with Mr. Hildebrandt,
Boehne with Mr. Allen of Illinois.
MeCormack with Mr. Wallgren.

Brooks with Mr., McGrath.

MceGroarty with Mr. Willlams,

O'Malley with Mr. Lewis of Maryland.
Buck with Mr. Long.

O'Neal of Eentucky with Mr, Fletcher.
Green with Mr. Pettengill.

Hamilton with Mr.

Wood with Mr, McGranery.

Anderson of Missourl with Mr. Mills,
Gambrill with Mr. Quinn,

Palmisano with Mr. Serugham.

Lesinski with Mr. Casey of Massachusetts.,
Romjou with Mr. Kloeb.

Scott with Mr. Smith of West Virginia,
Eerr with Mr. Dockwetller.

Cummings with Mr. Ellenbogen.
Badowski with Mr. Lea.

Daly with Mr. Cannon of Wisconsin.
Backs with Mr, Peyser.

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. Jones) there were—ayes 275, noes 14.

Mr. PARSONS. Mr. Speaker, I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 308, nays
25, not voting 99, as follows:

R R R R R RE R E R EEERERE

[Roll No. 99]
YEAS—308

Aleshire Church Duncan Haines
Allen, Del, Citron Eaton Hamilton
Allen, 11, Clark, Idaho Eberharter Hancock, N.
Allen, La. %k. N.C Eckert Harlan 2
Allen, Pa ypool Edmiston Harrington

Cochran Eicher Hart
Andresen, Minn, Coffee, Nebr Elliott Harter
Arends Coffee, Wash. Engel Havenner
Arnold Colden Englebright Healey
Ashbrook Cole, Md. Evans Hendricks
Atkinson Collins Fadfll.s gs
Barden Colmer Farley Hildebrandt

Cooley Hill, Ala
Beam Cooper Fish Hill, Okla.
Bell Fitzgerald Hill, Wash,
Biglmnn g?: Fitzpatrick Hobbs
Blgelow vens Honeyman
Bind Crawford Flannery
Bland Creal Fleger Hope
Bloom Crosby Forand Houston
Boileau Ford, Calif, Hull
Boland, Pa. Crowe Ford, Miss, Imhoff
Boren Culkin , Pa. Izac
Boyer Cullen Frles, Ill. Jacobsen
Boykin Curley Fuller Jenckes, Ind,
Boylan, N. Y. Deen Garrett Jenkins, Ohio
Bradley Delaney Gasque Jenks, N. H.
Brewster Dempsey Gavagan Johnson, Lyndon
Brown DeMuth Gearhart Johnson, Minn,
Bulwinkle DeRouen Gehrmann Johnson, Okla.
Burch Dickstein Gildea Johnson, W. Va.
Burdick Dies Gingery Jones
Byrne Dingell Goldsborough Kee
Caldwell Dondero Gray, Ind, Keller
Cannon, Mo, Dorsey Gray, Pa. Eelly, I,
Carter Doughton Greenwood Kennedy, Md.
Cartwright Douglas Greever Eennedy, N. Y.
Celler Dowell Gregory Keogh
Champion Doxey Griffith Kinzer
Chandler Drew, Pa. Guyer Kirwan
Chapman Driver Gwynne Kitchens
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Eniffin
Eoclalkowskl
Kramer
Lambertson
Lambeth
Lanham
Lanzetta

Lucas
Luckey, Nebr.
Ludlow
Luecke, Mich.
McClellan
McFarlane
McGehee
McKeough
McLaughlin
McSweeney
Maas
Magnuson
Mahon, 8. C.
Meahon, Tex.

Massingale
Maverick
May

Meeks
Merritt
Miller

Anderson, Mo.
Andrews
Beiter
Bernard
Boehne
Brocks

Buck
Buckler, Minn,
Buckley, N. Y.
Cannon, Wis.
Carlson

Case, 5. Dak.
Casey, Mass.
Clason

Cluett

Drewry, Va.
Dunn
Ellenbogen
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Mitchell, Tenn. Rabaut
Moser, Pa. Ramsay
Mosier, Ohio Ramspeck
Mott Randolph
Murdock, Arlz. Rankin
Nelson Rayburn
Nichols Reed, Il1.
Norton Rees, Eans.
O'Brien, Il1. Rellly
O’'Brien, Mich. Richards
0O'Connell, Mont. Robertson
O'Connell, R, I. Robinson, Utah
O'Connor, Mont. Robsion, Ky.
O'Day Rogers, Okla,
O'Leary Rutherford
O’'Neal, Ky. Ryan
O'Neill, N. J. Sanders
0O'Toole Sauthoff
Ollver SBchaefer, I11.
Owen Schneider, Wis.
Pace Schulte
Parsons Becrest
Patman Shafer, Mich
Patrick Shanley
Patterson Shannon
Patton Short
Pearson Sirovich
Peterson, Fla, Smith, Conn
Pettengill Smith, Va.
Pfeifer Smith, Wash.,
Phillips Bnyder, Pa.
Pierce South
Plumley Sparkman
Poage Bpence
Polk Btarnes
Powers’ Stefan
NAYS—25

Kleberg Rogers, Mass,
Lamneck Beger
McMillan Simpson
Martin, Mass, Taber
Michener Thomas, N. J.
Millard Tinkham
Peterson, Ga. Towey

NOT VOTING—99
Fernandez Long
Fletcher Luce
Fulmer McAndrews
Gambrill McCormack
Gifford McGranery
Gllchrist McGrath
Green McGroarty
Griswold McLean
Halleck McReynolds
Hartley Mansfield
Hoffman Mason
Holmes Mills
Hunter Mitchell, II1
Jarman Mouton
Jarrett Murdock, Utah
Johnson,LutherA.O'Connor, N. Y.
Kelly, N. Y. O'Malley
Eerr Palmisano
KEloeb Peyser
Knutson Quinn
Eopplemann Reece, Tenn.
Evale Reed, N. Y,
Lea Rich
Lesinski Rigney
Lewis, Md. Romjue

Bumners, Tex,
Sutphin
BSwope

Tarver
Taylor, 8. 0.
Teigan

Umstead
Vincent, B. M.
Vinson, Fred M.
Voorhis
Wadsworth
‘Wallgren
Walter
Warren
Wearin
Weaver

Welch

West
‘Whelchel
Whittington
Wilcox
Withrow
‘Wolverton
‘Woodruff
Zimmerman
The Speaker

‘White, Ohlo
Wigglesworth
Wolcott

Wolf

Sabath
Sacks
Sadowskl

- Bchuetz

Scott

Scrugham
Sheppard
Smith, Malne
Smith, W, Va.
Bnell

Somers, N. Y,
Btack

S

Sullivan
Bweeney
Taylor, Colo.
Taylor, Tenn,
Treadway
Vinson, Ga.
Wene

White, Idaho
Williams
Wood
Woodrum

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will call my name.
The Clerk called the name of Mr, BaNkHEAD, and he voted

“’aye 1”

So the bill was passed.
The Clerk announced the following additional pairs:
General pairs:
Mr. Drewry of Virginia with Mr. Snell.

S

. Sullivan with Mr. Treadway.
. Wene with Mr. Enutson.
Mouton with Mr. Hartley.
White of Idaho with Mr. Dirksen.
Somers of New York with Mr. Gifford.
Murdock of Utah with Mr. McLean.
Hunter with Mr. Mason.
McAndrews with Mr. Cole of New York.
Schuetz with Mr. Andrews.
Steagall with Mr. Rich.
Fulmer with Mr. Halleck.
Sabath with Mr. Taylor of Tennesee.
Sheppard with Mr. Kvale.
Fernandez with Mr. Cluett.
Mansfield with Mr. Buckler of Minnesota.
Luther A. Johnson with Mr. Bernard.
Beiter with Mr. Hoffman.
Mitchell of Illinols with Mr. Jarrett.
O'Connor of New York with Mr. Gilchrist.
Disney with Mr. Clason.
Kelly of New York with Mr. Luce.
Dixon with Mr. Reece of Tennessee.
Stack with Mr. Carlson.
Rigney with Mr. Holmes.
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. Jarman with Mr. Smith of Maine.

. Romjue with Mr. Reed of New York.

Griswold with Mr. Case of South Dakota.

Kerr with Mr. Williams.

Buck with Mr. Fletcher.

Vinson of Georgla with Mr. Quinn,

Kloeb with Mr. Sweeney.

Wood with Mr. Casey of Massachusetts.

Taylor of Colorado with Mr. Lea.

Scrugham with Mr., Green.

Palmisano with Mr. Lesinskl.

Ellenbogen with Mr. Anderson of Missourl.

Sacks with Mr. Lewis of Maryland.

Gambrill with Mr. Dockweiler.

O'Malley with Mr. Sadowski.

Daly with Mr. Scott.

Cummings with Mr. Smith of West Virginla,

McReynolds with Mr. Brooks.

McCormack with Mr. Long.

Boehne with Mr. Dunn.

McGrath with Mr. Buckley of New York.

Cannon of Wisconsin with Mr. McGranery,

Mills with Mr. McGroarty.
Mr. DISNEY. Mr. Speaker, I desire to be recorded as vot-

ing “yea”, if possible.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. WarreN). Does the gen-

tleman qualify? Was he present when his name was called?
Mr, DISNEY. I was not here.
The SPEAKER pro tempore.

qualify.
The result of the vote was announced as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider the vote by which the bill was

passed was laid on the table.
LEAVE TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. DORSEY. Mr. Speaker, on Wednesday, July 7, after
the reading of the Journal and the disposition of matters on
the Speaker’s table, I ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 15 minutes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.

There was no objection.

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A further message from the Senate, by Mr. St. Claire,
one of its clerks, announced that the Senate insists upon
its amendments to the bill (H. R. 6958) entitled “An act
making appropriations for the Department of the Interior
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1938, and for other
purposes”, disagreed to by the House; agrees to the con-
ference asked by the House on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr., HaybpenN, Mr. Mc-
KeLLAr, Mr, THoMas of Oklahoma, Mr. Apams, Mr, NYE,
and Mr. STEIWER, to be conferees on the part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the Senate had passed
without amendment a bill of the House of the following
title:

H.R.6763. An act to extend for 1 additional year the
315-percent interest rate on certain Federal land-bank loans,
to provide a 4-percent interest rate on such loans for the
period July 1, 1938, to June 30, 1939, and to provide for a
4-percent interest rate on land-bank commissioner’s loans
for a period of 2 years.

APPROPRIATION FOR MILITARY ESTABLISHMENT, 1938—
CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. SNYDER of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I present a
conference report and statement upon the bill (H. R. 6692)
making appropriations for the Military Establishment, for
printing under the rule.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker, on roll call 87, T was not
present. Had I been on the floor, I would have voted “yea.”
EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. DEMUTH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks,

The SPEAKER pro tempore,

There was no objection.

Mr. KENNEY. Mr, Speaker, I make the same request
and ask to include therein an article written by Anthony
Turano.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.

There was no objection.

Mr. WEARIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the RECORD.

B

BEEEREEEEEEREREEEREER

The gentleman does not

Is there objection?

Is there objection?

Is there objection?
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. EICHER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks on the bill just passed and include a
short tabulation showing the percentages of farm tenancy
in the counties in my district.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under the special order of
the House the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. Luckey] is
recognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. LUCKEY of Nebraska. Mr, Speaker and colleagues,
I want to address my remarks to this House in the interests
of the American wheat grower. The general public and
especially the city dweller is laboring under the misappre-
hension that the farmer is making stacks of money. They
reason that, since food prices are high to the consumer, the
farmer must be making huge profits.

That is not the case. The wheat growers of the United
States are confronted today with a very serious situation.
Within the last 60 days the wheat market has fluctuated
about 30 cents per bushel entailing a loss to the farmers of
more than $216,000,000. This will not redound to the bene-
fit of the consumer. The processor will base his price of
flour, bread, or breakfast cereals on the peak price of wheat,
and the consumer will not benefit one penny by the loss the
farmer is sustaining.

In view of the world wheat situation this huge drop in the
wheat market is uncalled for and apparently is solely due to
speculative influences. We have today the smallesi wheat
stocks in the history of this country. The present world crop
prospects do not indicate that a huge surplus or carry-over

. is in sight. For the first time in many years domestic wheat
prices are nearing world prices. Under these conditions we
should be able to export our surpluses of the present crop.

' 'This should be possible, especially in view of the fact that
export subsidies for wheat have been practically eliminated
in foreign countries. Poland, one of the normal wheat ex-
porting countries has removed its subsidy on wheat exports
and has actually placed an embargo on the export of wheatf.
Tariff barriers against imports of United States wheat have
been removed or greatly lowered in many of our greater
markets. The Irish Free State has abolished ifs tariff on
wheat. Germany has reduced her tariff from 93 to 11 cents
per bushel; Spain from $1.37 to 10 cents. Sweden and Bel-
gium have reduced their license tax on wheat imports. Swe-
den from 10 to 3% cents per bushel and Belgium from 9
cents to practically nothing. In Denmark the surtax on im-
ported hard wheat and wheat flour has been abolished where
formerly it amounted to 18 cents on a bushel of wheat and
84 cents on a barrel of flour. The Netherlands has reduced
its monopoly tax on wheat from 30 to 15 cents per bushel.

The nationalistic efforts of many European countries to
step up wheat production has fallen flatter than a pancake.
The big push of the Russian Soviet to double their wheat
production has collapsed. The efforts of the dictator coun-
tries, Germany and Italy, to force adequate domestic wheat
production has increased costs of living in those countries so
rapidly that they have been forced to abandon their policies.

At this point I wish to introduce a table showing the
United States and world wheat production, carry-overs, and
prices paid to American producers by crop years from 1922
to date. ;
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United States and world wheat production, stocks, and price paid
to producer in the United States—Continued

Production Btocks "
verage

t];,;riee gn.{d
producer

United | ywouq | BRled | worq | in United

States (July 1) @uly 1) Btates
Million | Million | Million | Cents

bushels hels | bushels bmfl“
3, 4M 100 655 121.7
3, 673 110 687 119.0
3, 998 112 753 00.8
8 584 228 1,027 103. 4
3,847 289 ¢43 67.0
3, 860 313 1,055 39.0
3,863 375 1,041 33.0
3,837 378 1,142 74.1
3,527 2774 1,167 84,7
3, 571 148 922 B3.8
3,531 138 762 180.9
3, 800 90 - e

1 Preliminary, ! Estimate.

From those figures it is obvious that if the bumper world
wheat crop of 3,800,000,000 bushels is produced this year
it will not restore world supplies to the 1922-28 level. It is
equally obvious that a domestic production of 825,000,000
bushels will not restore the American stocks to normalcy,
The third conclusion to be drawn from those figures is the
dependency of the price paid to the producer upon the
world and domestic stocks on hand. Therefore it is with
every reason that I say the current depression of wheat
prices is not based upon supply and demand, but is obyi-
ously based upon speculative manipulation of the market,.

All these factors should work to the benefit of our wheat
growers. But what is the picture confronting the American'
wheat grower today? First, the farmer is heavily indebted |
and must sell his crop as soon as harvested. In the years|
when he did raise a fair crop he received ruinously low|
prices. Then he encountered a series of drought years,:
when he had little or nothing to sell. His overhead—taxes,
interest, repairs, seed, and other fixed expenses—went on
just the same. As a result he is now forced to sell his crops
for whatever the speculator and processor are willing to
pay him, and they are taking advantage of his predicament
with a vengeance.

Within the short space of 2 months the price for wheat
on the Chicago market dropped from a little over $1.30 a
bushel to less than $1.06 per bushel. In cold figures, this
means g loss to the wheat growers of this country of over
$204,000,000. Just think what that decline means in loss of
farm purchasing power. The farmers will buy fewer auto-
mobiles, less clothing, less farm equipment, less paint and
repair material for his buildings, less of the things that
contribute to the “more abundant life” about which we hear
so much today. Yes, it will mean slowing down the produc-
tion of factories and reducing the number of men employed .
to the extent required to manufacture the products which
farmers would buy with that money. Do you know what a
loss of 1 cent per bushel or a loss of 25 cents per bushel will
mean to the wheat grower? I have prepared a table show-
ing the loss in farm income suffered by each of the principal
wheat-raising States.

Losses sustained by farmers in principal wheat-growing States due
to decreases in the wheat market

[Losses figured upon the basis of average production, 1928-32]

United States and world wheat production, stocks, and price paid o e o e,
to producer in the United States Btate Average pro- | by l-cent | by Zi-cent
“ wheat-market | wheat-market
Production Btocks X arop o
i id

United tg p;” neer Bushels
United | word | & World | in United 177, 431, 000 $1,774, 310 $44, 357, 750
Btates oK tates | (uly1) | States North Dakota____________________ 102, 903, 000 1,029, 030 25,725,750
(July 1) Nebraska, 56, 538, 000 565, 350 14, 134, 500
Oklah 55, 145, 000 551, 450 13, 786, 250
Montana 45, 167, 000 451, 670 11, 291, 850
Miltion | Million | Miltion | Miltion | Centsper | Washington 42, 882, 000 423,820 10, 720, 500
bushels | bushels bushels ] Texas. 41, 083, 000 410, 830 10, 270, 750
> o S 847 3,203 107 588 980 | Bouth Dakotf..eeeecceeaeencanae 37, 632, 000 376, 320 8, 008, 000
T R 750 | 8510 182 576 92.4 | Ilinois 32, 532, 000 325,320 7,133, 000
T I N A 82| 31% 137 719 126.6 | Ohio_ 30, 480, 000 304, 500 7, 620, 000
Toasan 669 | 3,380 108 566 146.2 | Idaho 27, 028, 000 20, 280 6, 757, 000
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Losses sustained by farmers in principal wheat-growing States due
to decreases in the wheat market—Continued

iLosa m.\s'll;lned Lo?s msltained
n farm income | in farm income

State Average pro- | by I-cent by 25-cent
wheat-market | wheat-market

drop drop
Bushels

Indiana......... 26, 522, 000 $205, 220 $6, 630, 500
Oregon___.______ 21, 205, 000 212, 0650 5, 301, 250
Minnesof 20, 548, 000 208, 460 5, 238, 500
Missouri. ... 20, 362, 000 203, 620 5, 000, 500
Pennsylvania 17, 387, 000 173, 870 4, 346, 650
........ 17, 111, 000 171, 110 4, 277, 750
........ 15, 253, 000 155, 230 3, 880, 750
11, 046, 000 110, 460 2, 761, 500
9, 220,000 92, 200 2, 305, 000
8, 648, 000 86, 480 2, 162, 000
7, 445, 000 T4, 450 1, 860, 750
5, 554,000 55, 540 1, 388, 500
4,411, 000 44, 110 1,102, 750
4, 148, 000 41,480 1,037, 000
860, 570, 000 8, 605, 700 215, 142, 500

According to the latest estimates the wheat production
of this country will be between 825,000,000 and 850,000,000
bushels this year. That is just about the average produc-
tion of wheat over the period from 1928 to 1932, inclusive.
Upon the basis of that average production it is easy to
figure the loss in farm income sustained by such a falling
market. My native State, Nebraska, has sustained a loss of
$14,134,500; the neighboring State of Kansas, $44,357,750;
Oklahoma, a loss of $13,786,250; Texas, a loss of $10,270,-
750, and Ohio, a loss of $7,620,000. The loss by States is
given on the chart. Just think what a loss that is for each
individual State. Present indications are that the market
will fall even further and every time it drops 1 cent per
bushel it costs the American farmers $8,605,700. Each
1-cent drop costs the farmers of my own State $565,380.
A falling market during the marketable period is truly an
American tragedy. The bitter part of the whole thing is
that it is unnecessary and can be avoided.

But I want to show you another phase of the picture that
the general public and the consumer does not know. I
refer to the cost of production and parity price of wheat.
Right now the parity price of wheat is figured at $1.21 per
bushel. The market price for wheat, July delivery, is at
present $1.13 per bushel. That indicates that the farmer,
if there is no further decline, would receive about $1.01
per bushel for his wheat., If the farmer receives $1.01 per
bushel he receives 20 cents less than the parity price. Let
me show you just how far we have failed to achieve
cost of production and perhaps you can figure why the
American farmers do not constitute the vast purchasing
power that is necessary to keep factories and industrial pro-
duction at peak outputs and thus keep American labor off
the relief rolls. A table has been prepared which shows
the 12 leading wheat States since 1930 with the cost of
production and price received in each State for those years,

Wheat—Cost of production and price received by producers in 12
leading wheat States, 1930-35

1930 1931 1932 1933 1934 1935

g gg

s3

=

B3 I=22

'6.% ag

S "ﬁ o 4 8|« 4 u ®

3 12508 | & 2| L £

3 |&5|8 |& |8 |& S g S|&|38|&
Kansas._..__... $0. 92150, 55/$0. 56/$0. 33 $0. 33/$1. 00($0. 71{$1. 19($0. 84181, 46/80. 59
North Dakota__| .92 .51{ 2.01| .46| .82 .36| 1.18 .70{ 2.02| .92{ 1.40 .01
Nebraska__.__._ .92 .53| .e4] .34 .36) 1.00| .71| 1.19| .84} 1.46( .89
Oklahoma ... 1.28| .50| .55 .33 .82 1.0of .61] 119 .81] 146 .88
Montana__.___. 1.05 .48| 1.51) .50 .65 .34 1.18| .63| 2 03| .s6| 1 40 .07
Washington__..| 1.05 .56/ 1.03| .37 .38| 77| .60 .00 .73| .85 .68
PRGN ook, T 12| .70 .60 .36 .33\ 1.00| .74| 1.19| .78| 48| .84
South Dakofa..| .02 .46| 1.58 .43 .34 118 6| 2.03| 02| 140| o1
linois........__| 1.10| .60| 62| .40| .80| .42 .74| .85| .ss| .85 105 .83
iy L.00| .78| .65 .45| .72| .47| .70| .88| .ss| .89| .93| .77
Idaho. .| 1.05| .52} 1.08| .34 .31 .77| .55 .00| .69| .85| .70
In .| 100 71| .es| 40 -43| .76| .s6| .ss| .s6| .93| .76
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From that chart you will see that over a period of 5 years
there were only three States—Illinois, Ohio, and Indiana—
that were ever able to break even. Those three States did
make cost of production in 1 year, 1933. The State of Ohio
was the only State to make cost of production in 2 years
during that period, and Ohio did it only in 1933 and 1934.
This bare cost of production does not include anything to
compensate the individual farmer for the labor he ex-
pended. On that chart you see 12 great States engaged in
raising wheat, engaged in feeding the peoples of this coun-
try, and doing it at a loss. Now, after years of adversity, we
have a wheat market collapsing again right at the very mo-
ment when the crop comes to the elevators. The chances of
parity and cost of production, so nearly within reach of the
farmer, go glimmering just when the goal is in sight.

The present decline of the wheat markef is nothing new.
It is the regular reenactment of that great American tragedy
which forces the American farmer every year to sell his
wheat on a falling market.

I have prepared a table and chart showing the monthly
rise and fall of wheat prices during the calendar years of
1920 to 1935, inclusive:

Price paid to producer per bushel of wheat

g s|2(2]2]3
i g Z|® B g g 2| B s
-} =] =] =] o
slel<|s é 2138|8214
3242, 6)250. B[256. 0{242. 91225. 4/216. 5{201. 2{165. 8]146. 4
148. 2/140, 4(122. 1{119. 0}119. 8108, 5{103. 0{103. 4] 99.9| 93. 4] 93.0
107.0/117. 0{119. 0{118. 8{109. 6| 99.8| 92. 6| §9. 2] 94. 1| 99. 4/103.2
. 61 104. 01106, 0{108. 4/108. 2/100. 8} 89. 6| S6.4] 01.0] 4.2 93.7| 04.5
98. 0 98. 8| 05.8] 06.8| 98. 5/105. 8/116. 8|114. 2{129. 7|133. 6{141. 4
160. 8{164. 0| 140. 5{149. 1{152. 7|140. 3{150. 4|144. 4/136. 4{148.8/153. 7
155, 8|146. 0{142. 21142 1|138, 9{127. 7|125. 1}117, T[121. 4]123. 6{122.8
122. 8]122. 8/120. 9|117. 2{123. 21130. 11127, 3(123. 5{119. 2{113. 7|111. 4113.9
116. 2{121. 6{1290. 21144 3{132.0{118. 1} 95.2{ 94. 4| 98.7) 97.1]| 98.2
5{104. 2{104. 7| 00. 8| 90.1| 86.8{102. 4]110. 7{112. 1{111. 5{103. 4/108. 1
5/101. 3| 01.9| 93.4| 87.5| 87.9| 70.6| 74.0| 70.3{ 65.6| 60.0| 61.3
1| 58.7| 58. 3| 59.2] 59.9| 51.9] 36.3| 35.4] 35.7) 36.1| 50.5 44.1
1) 44.0] 44.21 43.1] 42. 4] 37.3] 35.6( 38. 5| 37.4| 34.6) 32.8{ 3.6
= 9] 32.3| 34.5) 44.8| 50.0{ 58.7| 86.9| 74.7| 7L 1| 63.6| 71.1{ 67.3
- .| 69.4] 72.0| 70.9{ 68.7| 69.5| 78.9| 78.8| 80.6| 92. 2] 88.5( B8.1| 90.6
S 89.3| 87.9| 85.5( 00.2| 87.8| 77.3| 76.4| 81.5| 86.1| 06. 4| 83.8] 90.1
erage. 08, 61109, 4108, 4/107. 91109, 4/107. 3{102. 9{101. 4] 99. 1| 99.1] 97.6{ 7.5
1926-35 average.| 89.7| 89. 5| 87.8| 53.9| 90.6( 83.0 86.0| 84 8| £3.6] 83.0| 82.7| 82.8
Those figures show that the highest prices paid to the

producer are during the months of January to May, inclu-
sive. By mid-June the decline is on in full force. Now,
remember that wheat is a cash crop and finds its way to
market from the time threshing begins until the end of the
year; thus, during the months when the farmer has wheat
to sell the price is low. When he no longer has wheat to
sell the price skyrockets. That is a speculator’s market. The
consumer who buys the wheat, flour, and cereals 6 months
later buys them at a cost based upon the peak of the mar-
ket. Thus the farmer’s cash income is slashed and the con-
sumer’s dollar buys a minimum of farm products.

There you have the picture of the farmer’s predicament.
It is a problem of tremendous importance, not only to the
farmers but to the entire Nation. It has a far-reaching
significance, both from an economic and sociological stand-
point. When the income of 33,000,000 of our farm popula-
tion is reduced, there is corresponding reduction in the
purchasing power of the largest economic group in this coun-
try. A proper solution must be found if we are to have a
balanced economy. We cannot enslave the farmer for the
benefit of the speculator and the processor.

What are we going to do about it, and what are the ap-
proaches to the problem?

That question can be divided into two points: First, the
course of immediate action to meet the existing situation;
second, the long-range or permanent program to restore
agriculture to a basis of equality with industry and labor.

There is only one possible way by which we can stabilize
the price of this year’s wheat crop and by which we can
guarantee to the farmer at least a fair chance of securing
an equitable price for his wheat. That is by the immediate
inauguration of a system of wheat loans similar to those
previously carried on by the Commodity Credit Corporation
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and the Reconstruction Finance Corporation. These agen-
cies, through the authority and powers vested in them and
in pursuance of the provisions of the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act, the National Industrial Recovery Administration,
the soil-conservation program, and the Domestic Allotment
Act, are in a position to begin such a lending program im-
mediately. The only thing necessary is for Congress or the
President to give the necessary impulse to set the wheels in
motion. Let us see that they are started and that these
hundreds of millions of farm dollars are saved for the farm-
ers and not allowed to fall into the hands of the speculators.

I have shown the market conditions for the present wheat
crop, I have shown that this year we should be able to at-
tain cost of production if we will only protect the farmers’
rights. If we loan $1 or $1.10 per bushel to the farmer
under terms similar to those made on the corn loans we will
prevent the present harvest from becoming a glut on the
market. We will establish a system of orderly marketing
and we will maintain a fair-price level.

Some of you may say, “What if we make these loans and
the market falls below $1.10? Won't that leave the Federal
Government holding the bag?” Some may even raise the
cry that this is a subsidy to the American farmer. My an-
swers to you are simple. In the first place, due to the exist-
ing world and domestic market conditions, there is little
likelihood that the price to the producer cannot be main-
tained at $1.10. In the second place, let me say that if the
market should fall slightly below $1.10 to the producer, the
ultimate good that would be atfained by maintaining farm-
purchasing power would far outweigh the material loss sus-
tained. To those who raise the cry of subsidies, let me say
that a subsidization of a large economic group is far better
than the subsidization of a few powerful merchant princes
and privileged operators of big business.

We have been and are now subsidizing everything under
the sun in the way of special interest and groups. The big
newspapers and publishing companies of this country are
being subsidized to an extent of $75,000,000 per year through
low postal rates on second-class mail. Air lines, railroads,
shipbuilders, ship operators, and big businesses are being
regularly subsidized. Certainly the farmer who has always
been forced to pay the major porfion of these subsidies
should have an equal opportunity for assistance. Reciproc-
ity is certainly nothing more than the fair and American
way of doing things.

A permanent, long-range farm program is an absolute
necessity. The American farmers do not want anything
more than equality of opportunity with industry and labor.
They have a right to such equality. For more than 2 years
the legislation and policies of this administration have been
concentrated upon the improvement of labor conditions
and upon social security. Such legislation and policies in-
evitably increase the cost of industrial products, but they
do not bring about an upward revision of farm prices. This
legislation, worthy as it is, destroys any semblance of balance
between farm and no farm income. Those of us who repre-
sent agricultural districts believe in labor legislation and in
social-security legislation, but we do demand that the for-
gotten farmer be given equal aid and assistance.

There is no lack of proposed farm programs. Offhand I
can think of five which have been submitted to this Con-
gress. My good friends and distinguished colleagues, Mr.
Ercuer, of Towa; Mr. Massimncare, of Oklahoma; and Mr.
Correg, of Nebraska, have submifted measures designed to
meet the existing needs. The American Farm Bureau has
prepared an extensive program which has been given some
study by our House Agricultural Committee. The able and
distinguished Secretary of Agriculture, Mr. Henry A. Wal-
lace, has submitted his ever-normal granary and general
farm program.

At this time I do not wish to discuss the relative merits
of the various proposals, nor do I wish to advocate one plan
against the others. However, I do earnestly urge that the
Members of this House insist that one or the other of these
measures be brought out of committee and submitted to
open discussion and amendment upon the floor. In that
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way the House of Representatives can express its views and
can work out the best possible solution to the problem.

The opportunity for action is here, and we must avail our-
selves of that opportunity if we are to have a balanced
national economy and a free and prosperous farm popula-
tion. [Applause.]

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from North Dakota [Mr.
Burpick] is recognized for 20 minutes.

PERMIT THE DISTRESSED MILLIONS TO RETURN TO A STATE OF
SELF-HELP, INDEPENDENCE, AND FREEDOM

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. Speaker, there are 12,500,000 people
out of employment who can work and want to work. Be-
sides this, there are 40,000,000 people who, because of low
wages or who work a few days per month, are eking out
an existence by using up what savings and property they
have accumulated during their lives. There are, in addition,
about 8,000,000 aged and crippled people who ought not to
be compelled to enter the ranks of the laboring class to sup-
plant younger people but who are destitute. There are
20,000,000 more people who today are making ends barely
meef but who are in constant fear of falling into the class
with the 40,000,000 who are using up their savings to live.
In all, there are 80,000,000 people either in actual distress or
living on the borderline of distress. About 40,000,000 have
enough or too much.

The following table may be of interest on the question of
employment and wages: i

Number of possible workers in Nation 48, 250, 000
Number now employed 85, 750, 000
unemployed 12, 500,000

Average wage is less than $500 yearly, or 25 cents an hour, §
Lowest wage recorded is $1 a week (for a 63-hour week). i
The legal annual interest rate is as high as 43 percent.

The United States Government itself has borrowed money at 43
different rates of interest, ranging from three-fourths of 1 percent:
to 4 percent. (See U. S. 'I‘reasury daily reports.)

Let us see the other side of the picture. This is a great
Nation. Our natural resources of soil, the forests, the mines,
and the fisheries are inexhaustible. Properly managed, we|
are capable of supporting 500,000,000 in this country. Bread,,
meat, clothing, cotton, and wool, we have in abundance.
We have so much of all of the staple necessities of life.
that this administration has put forward a program to
limit our production of foodstuffs. This program is in’
operation in spite of the fact that we have millions without
proper food, proper clothing, and proper homes,

On one side of this imaginary line we have hungry, un-
clothed, unhoused millions; on the other we have in
a.l:r[mda.nce or the possibilities of the things they need.
These millions cannot get the things they need and of
:lllnich, we, as a Nation, can produce more than enough for

The job to bring relief to these millions is so simple that
we have failed fo understand what to do. We have been
looking for some complicated formula; we have absolutely
shut our eyes to the evidence all around us. The solution
of relief is right before us, and still we either do not have
any ability to perceive and interpret, or we purposely do
not want to admit that we have blundered so long.

The whole solution is simply this: Permit the distressed
millions on the one side of the line to obtain their share of
the necessities of life we have on the other. In other words,
connect the hungry, the poorly clad, the homeless, with
food, clothing, and homes. Give them a chance to consume,
and when that day arrives we will not have to curtail pro-
duction. Let them wear shoes, and in 6 months every shoe
factory will be busy instead of closed; let them have enough
to eat, and in 6 months we will not have to drive our farmers
to cut down production of bread and meat; let them be clad,
and the cotton and wool crops will find purchasers; let them
live in decent homes, and the lumber mills, the steel mills,
and the tradesmen will find work, and manufacturing plants
will reopen. Yes; more than that will happen; new indus-
tries will spring up and the Nation as a whole will begin to
produce goods to an extent never known before,

In applying this remedy, I am presupposing, of course,
that every patriotic citizen in this Republic, is willing to do
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his share—yes; more than his share—to bring about this
program not only of relief but of actual prosperity of the
country. If that be our purpose and our aim, then no citi-
zen should want to make profits out of a situation that has
reduced two-thirds of our population to poverty, but all
should be willing to forego some of their activities in the
past that has been the proximate cause of the suffering in
this country. .

All these distressed millions need to again assume a posi-
tion of self-support is credit. They must be permitted to
use the millions and millions of acres of land which is now
owned, but not used. They must be allowed to attach
themselves o the soil and there produce the necessities of
life. Not only that, but the efforts of their toil must not
be taken from them in interest charges and by confiscatory
taxation. Those who once owned land, with infinistesimal
exceptions, would still own that land if they had never
had more than they could use, and the interest sharks
had all been executed. Let us try this again, profiting by
our sad experience of the past.

Mr. Louis F. Post, in his book entitled “Ethics of De-
mocracy”, published in 1903, has given the best analysis
of the relations between labor and land as the foundation
of all prosperity that I have had occasion to examine. I
quote here from that book:

Human labor is the rock bottom of economic research. It
supports all the super-incumbent layers—artificial objects, serv-
iceability, value, trade, and money.

But labor can produce nothing without natural resources.
Tools it does not need. For labor, considered as a cooperative
whole, makes all its own tools. They are artificial objects—
wealth. But it does need raw materials and working places
-upon the earth. To use the inclusive economic term, it does
need “land.”

Labor is fundamental and land is fundamental. They are the
prime factors of all economlic processes; labor being the initial or
active force and land the responsive or passive condition. Thus
labor produces wealth from land, and land yields wealth to
labor.

Land is the natural storehouse from which man draws all his
supplies, and the one foundation upon which he rests all his
structures. It includes everything except the human family,
and such objects as the human family have altered in condition
s0 as to adapt them to human desires. Not only the soil, but
the water, the atmosphere, the sunlight, building sites, railway
sites, mineral deposits, forests, and even the birds of the air,
the fishes of the sea, and the wild animals that roam the earth,
are included in this economic category.

Without labor, however, land would yield no artificial thing.
Labor is the other indispensable factor. As land is the passive
economic condition, so labor is the initial economic force. It is
labor applied to and operating upon and in conjunction with
land that causes every other economic process.

Private enterprise, the champion of interest, cannot help
these millions because when interest is demanded, it must
be made secure, and the people, or at least these 80,000,000
people, have no security. They have lost all they had under
our present interest system. They have been cast aside by
private business as unworthy of any more credit. They
have fallen victims of the interest system that now, in their
extremity, says that they have nothing to offer to make
secure not only the principal, but above all else, the interest.

I am sure we are all convinced that private business will
not extend credit to these millions; I am also sure private
business would rather see every business plant in America
close because of relief taxation before it would consent to
begin business operation with all interest barred. If busi-
nessmen would just stop and think for one moment, they
would realize that they themselves have. been victimized by
the same institution of interest.

Since private business will not help those millions who
have no security and no credit, then this Government, in the
interest of the general welfare of all the people, must extend
this credit. No nation can continue to hand out the billions
annually for relief purposes. The people must become self-
supporting, and it therefore becomes the duty of this Gov-
ernment to act. The Supreme Court has made it very cer-
tain that the general-welfare clause of the Constitution
means what it says.

The need for credit has been fully established and that
credit must be extended by the Government. The next
step is important. What shall be done with this money we
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are about to loan fhe people? Where will we get it, and
what will be the cost? When will it be repaid, and what
risks are we taking? When I have answered these questions
I will assume that I have thought this entire program
through to a completion, and that it will appeal to those
wno have steadfastly insisted that private business interests
will provide for the people if this Congress will leave them
alone. The glaring fact is that through our faith in pri-
vate business enterprise and willingness to submit to that
system we have landed where we are today.

There are 50,000,000 homeless people in the United States.
Taking the average in a family of five, it would require
10,000,000 homes in the United States to accommodate these
people,

As a matter of principle, every man who is willing to
work is entitled to a home. We went on that theory when
we created the homestead law and the people started out
all right, but we did not provide them protection against in-
terest. Our slogan now, or at least the progressive Republi-
can slogan, will be in the next election “A home for all;
work for all who want work.”

In the building and repair of homes for 50,000,000 people,
it will require the labor for the next 5 years of 5,000,000
workers who can constantly, during that period, find work.
This is valuable and self-liquidating work, which will cost
the taxpayers of this country not one cent. From this it will
be seen, that with this program in operation, emergency
work paid by taxes will disappear as fast as this home-
building program can be developed. In 6 months there
should be no emergency work.

When these homes are completed, the entire cost will be
spread over a period of years, not as long as the debts due
us from foreign nations, and without interest the cost will
be paid back to the Government. A service charge of not
over one-half of 1 percent will be sufficient to cover the
cost of extending this credit.

One hears many objections to this program, the principal
one being that land cannot be obtained. As a fundamental
proposition, no one has the right to own land who cannot
use it or permit others to do so. Let us take a look at the
insurance companies in this country and see if they, per-
chance, have any land.

The following is a list of the land holdings in 1936 of
insurance companies according to the Insurance Year Book:
Real-estate mortgages and real estate owned by life insurance

companies in the United States for the years 1924 to 1935,
inclusive

Year Real estate Real-estats

owned mortgages
1924 $238, 062, 544 | $4,174, 768,771
1925 245, 937, T51 4,799, 216, 486
1926 J| 803,417,616 | 5,564, 257,488
1927 350, 345,637 | 6,183, 501, 304
1928 = 402, 540, 605 6, 760, 792, 001
1929 463, Bo4, 187 7, 297, 308, 608
1630 547, 462, 161 7, 577,943, 41
1831 683, 234, 746 7, 652, 287, 150
1932 033, 947, 996 7,316, 063, 087
1933 1, 264, 389, 006 6, 681, 652, 321
1934 1, 689, 083, 484 5, 856, 600, 034
1935, 1 986,132, 729 §, 339, 860, 364

Bource: The Insurance Year Book—Life Insurance Volume (The Spectator),
1035-36, pp. 414-415; 1936-1937, pp. 435-439.

Real cstate and sheriffs’ certificates owned May 31, 1937, and
acquired January 1, 1933, through May 31, 1937

Ttem Nu&ﬁ: of Acres Investment
Real estate and sheriffs’ certificates
owned May 31, 1937;
Federa] land banks_. . ..o 28,315 | 6,230,490 $126, 05, 720. 83
Land Bank Commissioner.......... 3,678 (0] 116, 646, 441,68
Real estate and sheriffs’ certificates ac-
quired Jan. 1, 1933, through May 31,
1937:
Federal land banks_ . ... 46, 241 (‘; 177, 147, 455. 99
Land Bank Commissioner.....-....- 4,695 ¢ 110, 150, 865. 62

1Not availabla.
#Including the amount of prior liens not assumed.
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This ownership has gotten away from those who occupy
and use our agricultural lands. Of those who till the soil,
only a small percentage of them in many States actually
own the land. The following is a list of States showing
actual ownership of those who occupy and use the lands:

Percent
North Dakota b.n )
South Dakota 23
Minnesota 24
Iowa 38
Eansas_ 34
Nebraska 83
Missouri Al 30
Oklahoma 39
Colorado 40
Illinois a7
Ohio 60

No one will question but what there is an abundance of
land which can be obtained for the purpose of a home-build-
ing program. When all the lands owned by the Govern-
ment, States, and municipalities, already belonging to the
people, have been utilized, private lands can be obtained
through purchase and condemnation proceedings. There
is not the shadow of a doubt but what insurance companies
and other corporations and individuals owning large tracts
of land (usually obtained through foreclosure) will be glad
to sell these lands to the Government. In case they refuse,
these lands can be condemned for public use by right of
eminent domain. If a railroad, a city, or State can con-
demn private land for public use, then the people have the
‘right to condemn land for the same public use. The general
welfare clause of the Constitution provides plenty of au-
thority, and the Supreme Court has come forward in sup-
port of that principle,

The next proposition to which objection is offered is this:
These people have nothing; their property is gone; their
credit has been entirely wiped out. ILet us examine this ob-
jection in the light of the ultimate goal of this plan of “a
home for everyone who desires to work and is able to
work.” The aged and the incapacitated will be given a
home as a matter of right under a sane social-security pro-
gram. These people have a great latent asset. They will
work. There are only two fundamental elements of pros-
perity—land and labor. In fact, life itself depends upon
these two factors. Land is valueless without labor, and la-
bor cannot attach itself unless there is land. No force in
any free government should be permitted another day to
prevent labor from attaching itself to land. Land in a
country like ours is the most common thing we have. It is
all around us, and as we look we find it unoccupied or partly
occupied with millions of acres idle and undeveloped capable
of sustaining millions of people. The State of Maryland
alone is capable of supplying homes for 2 million more peo-
ple without in the slightest degree interfering with those
who now occupy it. The Southern States can supply homes
for 30 million people without the slightest degree of inter-
ference with the rights of those who now inhabit that area.
Everywhere we turn we find the same condition.

The next objection is one which the objectors to this
program announce with a satisfied emphasis. Where are
we going to get the money? The answer is simple.
are not obtaining it from borrowing it and paying interest
on it. We have come to the end of the interest road. We
will issue the money by stamping the Government’s promise
to pay on paper that we call currency, and issue enough
to do the business we need to do. It will circulate, and
while circulating, will cost the people nothing. It will not
be delivered until labor is performed for it. Hence, every
dollar in circulation is backed by labor already performed.
We have in the past been slaves to a standard of money
called the gold standard. Everything we do, everything we
want is measured in terms of gold. The results of this
blind folly ought to be plain to all. Over half of our popu-
lation has nothing, not even credit, which has been pri-
vately controlled since the Civil War.

Until we discard all spurious standards of money and
base our circulating medium on the very basis of all pros-
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perity—labor, we will not accomplish the release of mil-
lions from the bondage of “money.” When an hour's labor
means a dollar and every dollar means an hour of labor,
never changing, but eternal, and all commodities measured
in terms of labor, there can be no financial disarrangement
in this country.

To give just a glimpse of the situation developed in this
country, through our ignorant and blind financial policy,
Itf)tdame here insert the wages paid for labor in this country

A;prozimate 1936 wage rates—Estimated number of workers

Idle (no wages) 12, 500, 000
Wage rate:
5 cents an hour or less (farmers) .. co—oo—o._ -~ 1,500,000
6 to 10 cents an hour. 3, 500, 000
11 to 15 cents an hour ---- 6,000,000
16 to 25 cents an hour 10, 000, 000

26 to 50 cents an hour 8
51 cents to §1 an hour. 3, 250, 000
Above $1 an hour

Glancing at this table, you are not surprised that our pur-
chasing power has disappeared and people go hungry, ragged,
and poorly housed, while, in fact, we cannot dispose of our
mountains of food, our cotton, and our mills are shut down
which are capable of manufacturing clothing, building ma=
terial, tools, and instruments of trade.

There are not too many factories in this country—there
are not nearly enough. The fact that many of them are
idle is not because we do nof need the products, but because
we cannot buy them. This table shows why we cannot.

There are many who say that to fix labor itself as the
basis for issuance of money cannot be done, but that the
basis or standard should be the results of labor, the com-
modities produced. That standard, obviously, is better than
a metal standard, but if it is logical to fix commodities as a
money standard, it is equally as logical to go a step further
and fix the labor hour as the standard. There is an added
reason why this should be done, and that reason comes
home to us with added force just at this time. We must
stop labor troubles. Strikes must be eliminated, and they
cannot be as long as private industry can fix the standard
of wages. This program fixes a Government standard of
wages, and while the Government is not primarily inter-
ested in engaging in private industry, it is concerned with
fixing a standard of wages which private industry must
meet. If it does not meet this standard, the workers will
continue in Government work. This will eliminate every
strike because there will be no reason to strike.

Private industry has just about ruined the Nation with
its standard of wages and has been the proximate cause
of bringing the country to the verge of civil war.

Then, again, if in these strikes organized labor was granted
every demand it makes, that would not put the millions to
work who are not now working. We must think of the men
and women who are not the beneficiaries of any income
whatever. As each year passes those who are now working
in the trades will find less of that work to do on account of
inventions and the progress of science. They must turn to
other fields and when they want work this Government must
be in a position to furnish it if private industry cannot.

When private industry fails to furnish work, what right
has it to say that the Government shall not engage in busi-
ness? This Government was not established to protect busi-
ness—it was established to protect people, and when the
rights of the people to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happi-
ness comes in conflict with the proceedings of private busi-
ness, then the public concern is paramount. The general
welfare of all the people is of more Government concern
than the success of any individual. Stated in another way,
the individual has the right under the Constitution to pro-
ceed in any lawful enterprise in a way that best suits him
until his right to individual direction conflicts with the
general welfare of all the people. When that point is
reached the private right ceases and the public interest

Under these general principles, with a monetary system
based upon labor, and operating under the larger duty of
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Government as herein set forth, it must be apparent to
all that this Republic can restore its citizens to the greatest
era of prosperity ever known in the history of the country.
Finally, the greatest self-defense a country can have is the
prosperity and happiness of its citizens. Make & country
worth fighting for, and its defenders will rise again as they
did at Concord and Lexington. Spend billions on national
defense and leave our citizens in want, suffering, and em-
broiled with strikes, and it will take more to preserve in-
ternal peace and feed the hungry than it will to defend this
Nation against all the powers of the earth combined.

Under the provisions of H. R. 3297, providing for the is-
suance of money based upon a labor hour, many hold that
this plan would offer an opportunity for a period of wild
inflation. Obviously, they do not know what inflation means.
There never was and there never can be any inflation when
money is issded and delivered only when labor has been
performed for it. Inflation only operates when created by a
debt, or a mortgaging of the future. When every dollar of
money in circulation has been paid for in labor, it becomes
good money. The possessor of it knows that it has already
been paid for before he received it and that, while he holds
it, no interest is being charged against it.

What about our money today? It is highly inflationary.
It is based entirely upon a debt. The Government issues
bonds for it—the Government goes in debt—obligated to pay
principal and interest. As long as it circulates, interest is
being charged on it. While I hold $20 in my pocket, the
interest goes right on and will keep on until retired.

How will this labor-hour money be retired? The emer-
gency-work currency, issued to carry on emergency work,
will be retired through taxation, the same way that relief
funds are paid for today. The only difference on that score
is as follows:

Pirst, no interest will attach to this money.

Second, it will not be issued at all as soon as the general
works program of building homes and necessary public
works can be inaugurated, or until private industry can
take on more labor. No degree of guesswork is necessary to
satisfy the worst conservative in the country that, as soon
as buying power is returned to the people, private industry
‘will revive—not only that, but it will actually increase.
The more private industry is forced to live up to a Govern-
ment standard of wages, the more buying power will be put
in the hands of the people, and the more business private
industry will do. In other words, private industry must be
forced, apparently, to pay a Government standard of wages
in order to be saved itself.

Permanent improvement work will be paid for from re-
turns from the work itself. The 50,000,000 people who will
own homes under this bill, will pay for them over a period
of years. Trees planted Will be harvested in the forests;
work on dams will be paid for in the sale of hydroelectric
power.

As this bill operates, there can be no inflation and no
one need be alarmed at the amount of circulation. Not a
dollar will circulate that is not paid for, and every dollar
will be retired—in fact, must be retired as the income from
the enterprise comes into being. Time is of no vital con-
sequence, since interest is to be eliminated. Time alone
gives vitality to interest. Time and interest will wreck any
civilization. History demonstrates this beyond argument.
When any civilization reaches a point where the people
are in want and endure suffering to the breaking point,
that civilization has always been destroyed. Every debt
wiped out—every development destroyed, and the people
begin over again from the bottom.

After this great democracy has continued 150 years with
the most marvelous development in the world’s history,
have we developed sufficient intelligence to direct our ship
of state through the dangerous waters that has brought
disaster to nation after nation through all the history of
the world? Every ship of state, thus far, has been wrecked
upon the rocks of debt and interest. Will we profit by the
experience of mankind in the past? Will we now chart
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our course through the known waters ahead and save for
the people of this great Republic the blessings of liberty,
and the right to continue to live in a land of the free,
or will we shut our eyes to all that is known and permit
this greatest experiment of free government to perish from
the earth?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Bige-
Low] is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. BIGELOW. Mr. Speaker, a Member of this House
yesterday rebuked the Secretary of Labor for calling on the
Governor of Ohio to institute certain allegedly high-handed
proceedings against one Tom Girdler, forcing this person
into a conference with cerfain labor leaders.

According to a newspaper story, the Ohio Governor was
shocked at the proposal of Mme. Perkins and characterized
the requested action as a species of kidnapping.

Now, the truth is that in the year 1813, when I was &
member of the Ohio Legislature, the Industrial Commission
of Ohio was created, which was to absorb the function of a
preexisting board for the arbitration and settlement of
industrial disputes.

On page 102 of the Ohio Laws of 1913 there is this lan-
guage of section 8 of this act, enumerating the duties of
the commission:

Bec. 8. To do all in its power to promote the voluntary arbi-
tration, mediation, and conciliation of disputes between employees
and employers and to avoid the necessity of resorting to lockouts,
boycots, blacklists, discrimination, and legal proceedings in matters
of employment.

In pursuance of this duty it may appoint temporary boards of
arbitration, provide the necessary expenses of such boards,
* * + conduct investigations and hearings—

And so forth.

On page 106, section 30 of this act reads as follows:

Each of the commissioners and the secretary of the Commission
for the purposes mentioned in this act shall have power to
administer oaths * * * issue subpoenas, compel the attendance
of witnesses and the production of papers, books, accounts, docu-
ments, and testimony.

The section prcceeds to define the manner in which
persons refusing to respond to subpoenas shall be dealt with
by the court of common pleas.

Obviously what Mme. Perkins did was to ask the Governor
of Ohio to invoke this law, in the attempt to bring about a
settlement of the steel strike.

It was for just such occasions that the law was passed.
The Governor might well have deemed it hopeless, in view
of what is now known of the brutal bully type of person
representing capital in this controversy. But I should say
that, if the situation was serious enough to send troops to
Youngstown, it was serious enough to try out every legal
means of settlement that the law provides.

If a Republican had presented this episode in an unfa-
vorable light, it might have been discounted as politics. But
it is surprising to find such detractors among Democrats.
To hear some of us Democrats talk, one might suppose that
we had come in on a Landon landslide.

Conservatives gn both sides of this House have been vo-
calizing on the strike situation, and Democrats have joined
Republicans in their attacks on the course the administra-
tion has pursued. Some of these attacks have been excited
and emotional to the point of hysteria. I would like to
interpose a few sober comments on the situation.

Organized employers are trying to keep labor in a helpless
state of disorganization. I not only believe that labor has
the same right of organization as employers of labor, but
that the democratic organization of labor is in the interest
of the general public, and is especially important in the
case of the mass-production industries.

We owe something to the frankness of the Tom Girdlers.
Their spokesman has said that they buy labor as they buy
scrap iron, and that the only kind of labor organization they
propose to tolerate is the kept kind, that will eat out of their
hand. This attitude is bad enough in the case of an em-
ployer of a small labor force, when personal relationships
are possible, but in the case of the management of a plant
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of thousands of workers, this dictatorial attitude is intoler-
able. Such industrial feudalism fairly swears at political
democracy.

Political democracy and industrial feudalism cannot exist
side by side; one or the other must go.

I want to thank President Roosevelt and Governor
Murphy, of Michigan, especially, for their patience and
moderation in meeting the critical situations that have
arisen. I hope the adminisiration will continue, in spite of
attacks from the Democratic and Republican Members of
this House, to show its sympathy for the toiling masses, as
against the blustering economic royalists who declare, be-
tween oaths, their undying hostility to union recognition. I
am glad that not all employers are of this ilk; that there
are employers who are wise enough to encourage organiza-
tion and who are pursuing this better American way of
industrial democracy and good will.

As a Member of Congress I would vote to use the last
limit of constitutional authority in the attempt to compel
the large employers of labor to concede the right of organi-
zation and to treat with free and independent unions of
labor.

And, were I governor of a State, I would go just as far as
the law and Constitution would permit, in so directing the
civil and military power of the State, as to help labor in ex-
tending to these great industrial plants the same democracy
that we practice in the State itself. These plants, with
thousands of employees, are vested with a public interest.
The day is past when the hard-boiled industrialist should
be permitted to say: “This plant is mine, and I will do with
it as I please.” These plants are ours, and we the public
have a right to say that they shall be operated with due
regard to the rights of labor and to the public weifare.

I invite you to recall the words of the message which
Abraham Lincoln, in the year 1865, sent to this House:

It is assumed that labor is available only in connection with
capital; that nobody labors unless somebody else owning capital,
somehow by the use of it, iInduces him to labor. Labor is prior to
and independent of capital. Capital is only the fruit of labor and
could not have existed if labor had not first existed. Labor Is
the superior of capital and deserves much the higher consideration.
I bid the laboring people beware of surrendering the power which
they posséss, and which, if surrendered, will surely be used to
shut the door of advancement for such as they. and fix new dis-
glgliﬁtes and burdens upon them until all of their liberty shall

Mr. Speaker, this labor struggle is the present phase of
the age-old struggle to substitute democracy for arrogance
and autocracy. We have a long way to go to get rid of our
master-slave implications.

It is one of the deep mysteries of life that men can be so
blind to the glaring stupidities of society and so indulgent
of glorified wrongs.

I honor a certain Englishman of my acquaintance for his
scorn of the coronation shams for which our would-be
American royalists crossed the ocean and donned knee
breeches to see. I had asked this English correspondent of
mine what he thought of the coronation, and here is his
answer: .

You wondered what I thought about the coronation show?
Well, T wondered what God thought of it all. For rarely, if ever,
can He have looked down upon human imbecilities and cant-
ing hypocrisies so efficiently massed and organized. I am proud,
in many ways, of my heritage as an Englishman and count my-
self fortunate that my earthly pilgrimage has been spent in
“England’s green and pleasant land.”

But because I am proud of my heritage, I blush with shame
when I ponder upon the blots and stains which mar the pages
of my Nation’s history.

We have the worst land system of any of the leading nations.
Indeed, it was the manner in which England’s soil was stolen from
the many by the few which gave birth, in the minds of the cun-
ning, to the idea of stealing, through the might of right, other
Nation’s territories. And we rewarded them, or rather we allowed
them to reward themselves, with hereditary peerships, who, until
but a few years ago possessed the right, at their pleasure, to veto
&a people’s will as expressed by the members of the House of

mimons.

Thus we have not only the throne occupied by the accident of
birth, but also the barons of the soil, and let us look at the cost.
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The land barons take somewhere between 300,000,000 and 400,000,
000 sterling. The new estimates for the succor of the royal
family (small “r” please) is 410,000 pounds sterling for the King
and his houses, and 70,000 pounds sterling for his Queen, 40,000
pounds sterling for his mother, 35,000 pounds sterling for his
brother (the Duke of Gloucester), 25,000 pounds sterling for the
Duke of Kent, 6,000 pounds each to the King's cldest child (a girl
not yet in her teens) and several uncles and aunts—a total of over
600,000 pounds sterling per annum, for figure-heads who may only
say, “yea” and “nay”, according to the instructions from the
Cabinet Ministers of the Government and who only recite parrot-
like speeches made by his Ministers.

I wish more Americans had the gift to see through the
absurdities of our own society. One of our millionaires, by
taking advantage of the loopholes in our tax laws, will cheat
our Government out of enough tax money in a single year
to support all these royal paupers of England.

Some of us Americans may laugh at this puppet show of
English royalty, but can we see what “fools we be” on our
side of the ocean?

Our own economic history may be reduced to allegory.
There was a shipwrecked crew that sought refuge on an un-
known island. They found but one inhabitant of the island.
He claimed to be the owner of the island. The owner met
the survivors and said: “This is my island. You cannot
land, except on my terms.” Right here these immigrants
made a fatal mistake. They should have challenged this
claim to a monopoly of the island. But they had lived in
such countries as England and America and their minds were
perverted by unsound property laws. So they said: “Of
course the island is yours. What are your terms?”

“You may land”, said the monopolist, “if you will till the
island and give me in rent all your produce beyond what
you must have to sustain your own life.”

That wage scale was agreed to. At first, however, their
tools were so crude and their labor so unproductive that they
needed all they earned to keep themselves alive. So there
was little or no rent for the monopolist—or, in other words,
the island had not begun to take on value.

But these foolish people said: “We are poor because we
are not productive enough.” So they invented tools and be-
came more productive. But the bargain was that all beyond
their absolute necessities was to go to the monopolist. Con-
sequently, their increased productiveness, intsead of abolish-
ing their poverty, merely raised the rent that the monopolist
got, or, in other words, they did not grow richer but the
island grew in value.

The fime came when these people became so productive
that the value of the island became worth $200,000,000,000,
but 40,000,000 of the workers were in poverty.

In fact, the workers with their splendid tools became so
productive that some two-thirds of them could work the
whole island and the other third became permanently un-
employed and had to live on charify or die of hunger and
disease.

This is the allegorical description of the economic history
of America. This is the law of wages that prevails. The
fruits of progress go to rising land values and to the divi-
dends of other forms of monopoly.

I am all for organized labor, but one thing I hope from
organized labor is that, through the self-education that
labor will get in its unions, it will come to see that organiz-
ing a labor monopoly against a monopoly of capital is not
enough. We must have an intelligent democracy that will
liquidate our vast economic illiteracy and learn the mean-
ing of economic freedom to be gained by observance of
economic law,

I want labor organized into self-respecting unions, because
labor unions are schools of democracy.

Organized labor is not the final answer.
democracy is the final answer.

But labor disorganized, labor eating out of the hand of
capital, labor heedless and incapable of any sense of solidar-
ity, such labor cannot make its contribution to democracy.
Such labor is meat for exploitation in time of peace, and

An intelligent
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cannon fodder in time of war, pawns of the princes of
privilege, door mats for the autocrats.

Labor organized, disciplined, schooled in unions, more
than the churches, more certainly than chambers of com-
merce, or boards of trade, is the hope of democracy.

Brothers of toil, I salute you. Courage to you and victory.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that notwithstanding that tomorrow is Calendar Wednes-
day, the conference reports on the appropriation bill for the
C. C. C., also for appropriations under the Railroad Retire-
ment Act, and on the War Department appropriation bill
may be in order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under special order the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. Maverick] is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. MAVERICEK. Mr. Speaker, in view of the lateness of
the hour, I will not take the time of the House.

I ask unanimous consent that on Friday I may be per-
mitted to address the House for 15 minutes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Texas
[Mr. Maverick] asks unanimous consent that on Friday
next, after the disposition of all legislative matters, he may
be permitted to address the House for 15 minutes. Is there
objection?

There was no objection.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as
follows:

To Mr. KoprpLEMANN (at the request of Mr. SmanLEY), for
1 day, on account of urgent business.

To Mr. Seerparp, for 10 days, on account of business.

To Mr. GrReENWOOD, indefinitely, on account of illness.

To Mr. Buck, for 2 days, on account of illness.

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION REFERRED

A concurrent resolution of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker’s table and, under the rules,
referred as follows:

8. Con. Res. 17. Concurrent resolution authorizing the
printing of additional copies of Senate Report No. T11,
Seventy-fifth Congress, on the bill (S. 1392) to reorganize
the judicial branch of the Government; to the Committee
on Printing.

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS SIGNED

Mr. PARSONS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills,
reported that that committee had examined and found truly
enrolled bills and joint resolutions of the Hcuse of the fol-
lowing titles, which were thereupon signed by the Speaker:

H.R.2291. An act to amend the act of May 25, 1933 (48
Stat. 73);

H.R.5996. An act making appropriations for the govern-
ment of the District of Columbia and other activities charge-
able in whole or in part against the revenues of such District
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1938, and for other pur-
poses;

H.R.6523. An act making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Agriculture and for the Farm Credit Administra-
tion for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1938, and for other

H. R.7206. An act to permit the temporary entry into the
United States under certain conditions of alien participants
and officials of the World Association of Girl Guides and
Girl Scouts Silver Jubilee Camp to be held in the United
States in 1937;

H.R.7589. An act to levy an excise tax upon carriers and
certain other employers and an income tax upon their em-
ployees, and for other purposes;

H.J.Res. 361, Joint resolution making appropriations for
relief purposes,
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H. J. Res. 375. Joint resolution to provide revenue, and for
other purposes; and
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT

Mr. PARSONS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re-
ported that that committee did on this day present to the
President, for his approval, bills and joint resolutions of the
House of the following titles:

H.R.2291. An act to amend the act of May 25, 1933 (48
Stat. 73) ;

H.R.5996. An act making appropriations for the govern-
ment of the District of Columbia and other activities charge-
able in whole or in part against the revenues of such Dis-
trict for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1938, and for other
purposes;

H.R.6523. An act making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Agriculture and for the Farm Credit Administration
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1938, and for other pur-

ml

H.R.T7206. An act to permit the temporary entry into the
United States under certain conditions of alien participants
and officials of the World Association of Girl Guides and
Girl Scouts Silver Jubilee Camp to be held in the United
States in 1937;

H. R. 7589. An act to levy an excise tax upon carriers and
certain other employers and an income tax upon their em-
ployees, and for other purposes;

H.J.Res. 361. Joint resolution making appropriations for
relief purposes; and

H. J. Res. 375. Joint resolution to provide revenue, and for
other purposes,

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do
now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 7 o’clock and
10 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until tomorrow,
Wednesday, June 30, 1937, at 12 o’clock noon.

COMMITTEE HEARINGS
COMMITTEE ON MILITARY AFFAIRS

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Military Af-
fairs in Room 1310, New House Office Building, at 10: 30
a. m., Wednesday, June 30, 1937, for further consideration
of H. R. 7494, “To amend the act entitled ‘An act to amend
the act entitled “An act authorizing the conservation, pro-
duction, and exploitation of helium gas, a mineral resource
pertaining to the national defense, and to the development
of commercial aeronautics, and for other purposes.”*”

COMMITTEE ON NAVAL AFFAIRS

The Committee on Naval Affairs will meet on Wednesday,
June 30, 1937, at 10: 30 o’clock for the consideration of
H. R. 7216. Resume hearings.

COMMITTEE ON THE DISPOSITION OF EXECUTIVE PAPERS

The Committee on the Disposition of Executive Papers
will hold a public hearing in room 246, known as the Civil
Service Committee room, in the House Office Building,
at 10:30 a. m., Thursday, July 1, 1937, on H. R. 7504, to
provide for the disposition of certain records of the United
States Government,

COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES

The Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries will
hold a public hearing in room 219, House Office Building,
Wednesday, July 7, 1937, at 10 a..m., on H. R. 7158, to ex-
cept yachts, tugs, towboats, and unrigged vessels from cer-
tain provisions of the act of June 25, 1936, as amended.

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE

There will be a meeting of the Committee-on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce at 10 a. m., Wednesday, July 7, 1937,
on H. R. 5182 and H. R. 6917—textile bills.

COMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Irrigation

and Reclamation in room 128, House Office Building, at
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10 a. m., Wednesday, June 30, 1937, for the consideration of
S. 2681, to authorize the construction of the Grand Lake-Big
Thompson Transmountain water-diversion project as a Fed-
eral reclamation project, and H. R. 7680, to authorize appro-
priations for the construction of the Arch Hurley Con-
servancy District in New Mexico,

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive communications
were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

691. A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Inferior,
transmitting a draft of a proposed amendment to H. R.
7562, extending its provisions to Puerto Rico; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

692. A letter from the Chairman of the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation, transmitting a report of the activities
and expenditures of the Reconstruction Finance Corpora-
tion for the month of May 1937 (H. Doc. No. 278); to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIIT,

Mr. KELLY of New York: Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce. H. R. 7514. A bill to extend the times
for commencing and completing the construction of a bridge
across the St. Lawrence River at or near Ogdensburg, N. Y.;
without amendment (Rept. No. 1128). Referred to the
House Calendar.

Mr. HOLMES: Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce, H. R. 7542. A bill granting the consent of Con-
gress to a compact entered into by the States of Maine and
New Hampshire for the creation of the Maine-New Hamp-
shire Interstate Bridge Authority; without amendment
(Rept. No. 1129). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. HOLMES: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce. H. R. 7543. A bill authorizing the Maine-New
Hampshire Interstate Bridge Authority to construct, main-
tain, and operate a toll bridge across the Piscataqua River at
or near Portsmouth, State of New Hampshire; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1130). Referred to the House
Calendar.

Mr. EICHER: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce. H. R. 7405. A bill to amend the act relating to the
Omaha-Council Bluffs Missouri River Bridge Board of
Trustees, approved June 10, 1930, and for other purposes;
with amendment (Rept. No. 1131). Referred to the House
Calendar.

Mr. WEAVER: Committee on the Judiciary. H. R. T092.
A bill to provide for the transfer of Scotland County to the
middle judicial district of North Carolina; with amendment
(Rept. No. 1132). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. SWOPE: Committee on the Territories. 8. 2254.
An act to amend section 460, chapter 44, title II, of the
act entitled “An act to define and punish crimes in the
District of Alaska, and to provide a code of criminal pro-
cedure for said distriet”, approved March 3, 1899, as
amended; with amendment (Rept. No. 1137). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union.

Mr. DEMPSEY: Committee on the Territories. H. R. T374.
A bill to amend the Hawaiian Homes Commission Act, 1920;
with amendment (Rept. No. 1138). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. WENE; Committee on the Territories. H. R. 7371
A bill to enable the Legislature of the Territory of Hawaii to
authorize the city and county of Honolulu, a municipal cor-
poration, to issue sewer bonds; without amendment (Rept.
No. 1139). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union.

Mr. CROWE: Committee on the Territories. H. R. T7490.
A bill to enable the Legislature of the Territory of Hawaii
to authorize the issuance of certain bonds, and for other
purposes; without amendment (Rept. No. 1140), Referred to
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gw_ Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
nion.

Mr. HILL of Washington: Committee on Indian Affairs.
H. R. 5975. A bhill establishing per-diem payments in lieu
of compensation and expenses for members of Klamath
business committee and official Klamath delegates to Wash-
ington; with amendment (Rept. No. 1141). Referred to
the Commiftee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union.

Mr. IZAC: Committee on Foreign Affairs. Senate Joint
Resolution 88. Joint resolution providing for the participa-
tion of the United States in the world’s fair to be held by
the San Francisco Bay Exposition, Inc., in the city of San
I'rancisco during the year 1939, and for other purposes;
with amendment (Rept. No. 1142). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. KELLER: Committee on the Library. House Joint
Resolution 142. Joint resolution authorizing the erection of
an equestrian statue of Gen. Robert E. Lee in the Arlington
National Cemetery; with amendment (Rept. No. 1143).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE EILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII.

Mr. DEEN: Committee on War Claims. H. R. 2345. A
bill for the relief of Joseph Noel Roberts, without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1133). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. WOOD: Committee on War Claims. H. R. 3960. A
bill for the relief of the Southern Overall Co.; with amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1134). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. DEEN: Commiftee on War Claims. H. R. 4571. A
bill for the relief of Helen Mahar Johnson; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1135). Referred to the Committee of the
‘Whole House.

Mr. DEEN: Committee on War Claims. H. R. 6784. A
bill to confer jurisdiction upon the Court of Claims to hear,
determine, and render judgment upon the claim of the Velie
Motors Corporation; without amendment (Rept. No. 1136).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. CHANDLER: A bill (H. R. 7709) to incorporate
the American Chemical Society; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mrs. JENCKES of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 7710) to pro-
vide shorter hours of duty for members of the fire depart-
ment of the District of Columbia; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

By Mr. McCORMACK (by request): A bill (H. R. TT11)
to amend the act approved June 19, 1934, entitled the “Com-
munications Act of 1934”; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. HAINES: A bill (H. R, 7712) to authorize an
appropriation to aid in defraying the expenses of the ob-
servance of the seventy-fifth anniversary of the Battle of
Gettysburg to be held at Gettysburg, Adams County, Pa.,
from June 29 to July 4, 1938; to the Committee on Military
Affairs. .

By Mr. HILL of Alabama: A bill (H. R. 7713) to transfer
the control and jurisdiction of the Park Field Military Res-
ervation, Shelby County, Tenn., from the War Depariment
to the Department of Agriculture; to the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs.

By Mr. KING: A bill (H. R. 7714) to authorize the Secre-
tary of Commerce to transfer the two unused lighthouse
sites in Kahului town site, Island of Maui, Territory of
Hawaii, in exchange for two plots of land located in the
same town site and now occupied for lighthouse purposes
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under permission from the respective owners, the Kahului
Railroad Co. and the Hawaiian Commercial & Sugar Co.,
Ltd.; to the Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. CANNON of Missouri: A bill (H. R. 7726) mak-
ing appropriations for the first half of the month of July
1937, for certain operations of the Federal Government
which remain unprovided for on July 1, 1937, through the
failure of enactment of the supply bills customarily pro-
viding for such operations; to the Committee on Appropri-
ations.

By Mr. MILLARD: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 432) de-
claring Inauguration Day to be a legal public holiday; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr, WOODRUM: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 433)
making appropriations for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1938, for the Civilian Conservation Corps, the railroad re-
tirement account, and other activities, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Appropriations,

By Mr. BLAND: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 434) fo
amend the act entitled “An act to amend section 4471 of
the Revised Statutes of the United States, as amended”;
to the Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memorials were presented
and referred as follows:

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legislature of the
State of Maryland, memorializing the President and the
Congress of the United States to consider their Joint Reso-
lution No. 11, 1937, concerning the appreciation and grati-
tude of the people of Maryland extended to the Honorable
Franklin Delano Roosevelt, President of the United States;
t{o the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of Mary-
land memorializing the President and the Congress of the
United States to consider their Joint Resolution No. 23 of
the acts of 1937 concerning tax on gasoline in the District
of Columbia; to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ANDREWS: A bill (H. R. 7715) for the relief of
Frank E. Holly; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. BURDICK: A bill (H. R. 7716) to provide for ad-
mission into the United States of Clarence Joseph Ferguson,
an alien; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion.

By Mr. CHANDLER: A bill (H. R. T7T1T) for the relief of
Mr. and Mrs. S. A. Felsenthal, Mr. and Mrs. Sam Fried-
lander, and Mrs. Gus Levy; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. DELANEY: A bill (H. R. 7718) for the relief of
Angelo Degl’ Innocenti, also known as Angelo Innocenti; to
the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mrs. JENCKES of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 7719) to set
aside the action of general court martial provided under the
authority of Special Order No. 233, dated at Manila, P. I,,
September 22, 1902, insofar as it pertained to cause no. 186,
against Pvt. Willilam F. Boyer, Company B, Twenty-sixth
Regiment, United States Infantry; to the Committee on
Military Affairs. -

By Mr. PETERSON of Florida: A bill (H. R. 7720) grant-
ing a pension to Alice Omundson; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. POLK: A bill (H. R. 7721) granting a pension to
Theresa Donaldson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SOMERS of New York: A bill (H. R. 7722) for the
relief of George Church; to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. STACK: A bill (H. R. 7723) for the relief of Pete
E. Simon; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. THOMASON of Texas: A bill (H. R. T724) for
the relief of Elizabeth Davis; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. TINKHAM: A bill (H. R. 7725) granting a pen-
:rm to Helen Bornstein; fo the Commitiee on Invalid Pen-

ons.
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PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions and papers were
laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

2804. By Mr. ANDREWS: Resolution adopted by the Com-
mon Council of the City of Buffalo, N. Y., protesting against
a levy of 40 percent of the labor cost of Works Progress Ad-
ministration projects against the sponsor of the projects; to
the Committee on Banking and Currency.

2805. By Mr. COFFEE of Washington: Resolution of the
Fruitland Grange, No. 99, C. W. Lunsford, secretary, Puyal-
lup, Wash,, setting forth that there are many abuses of the
standards of health in food and drug preparation and that
there are but inadequate laws to deal with the subject and
that the Copeland bill is not as enforceable as is the present
law, and therefore urging that the Congress should promptly
enact into law House bill 5286, introduced by Mr. CorreE of
Washington, known as the Consumers’ Union pure food and
drug bill; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

2806. By Mr. CURLEY: Petition of the Travelers’ Aid So-
ciety of New Orleans, La., endorsing Senate Joint Resolution
85; to the Committee on Labor.

2807. Also, petition of the New York branch of the Na-
tional Customs Service Association, urging support and en-
actment of House bill 3, introduced by Congressman Mc-
Cormack, of Massachusetts, authorizing automatic promo-
tions for satisfactory and meritorious service for every cus-
toms employee in the field service; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

2808. Also, petition of the New York Women’s Trade
TUnion League of New York City, urging the passage of House
bill 3408, introduced by Congressman CeLLER; to the Com-
mitte on the Judiciary.

2809. By Mr. DOWELL: Petition of citizens of Des
Moines, Iowa, relative to House bill 2257; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

2810, By Mr. KEOGH: Petition of Edward G. Sperry,
Manhattan Bridge Plaza, Brooklyn, N. Y., concerning the
Black-Connery bills (S. 2476 and H. R. 7200) ; to the Com-~
mittee on Labor.

2811, By Mr. KRAMER: Resolution of the Los Angeles
County Board of Supervisors, relative to Works Progress
Administration relief; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

2812. Also, resolution of the Senate and Assembly of the
State of California, relative to memorializing Congress to
protect the rights of the State of California to its tidelands
and the coastal area lying seaward of the State of Califor-
nia; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 30, 1937

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D,
offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, our Heavenly Father, who givest us the
blessings that make life joyous and rich, we acknowledge
with grateful hearts Thy goodness and mercy. As Thou
art the author of truth and wisdom, we entreat Thy most
gracious mercies upon our President, our Speaker, and all
Members of this legislative body. We beseech Thee to be-
stow upon them enduring health, strength, and grace.
Oh, come, Eternal Presence, and create within our souls a
vital, strong, religious life; make convictions deep about the
overshadowing and the all-embracing God, until we shall
experience an irresistible urge after the finest and richest
things to which the immortal soul can attain.

Let the people praise Thee, O God; let all the people praise
Thee.
In our Redeemer’s name. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read
and approved.
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